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III. 
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PLEASE KEEP THIS AGENDA FOR THE MEETING OF DECEMBERfll E c0py
SECOND-READING ITEMS WILL NOT BE REPRODUCED. 
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, California 93407 

ACADEMIC SENATE 
 ~ 
(}cY'Meeting of the 
Academic Senate ~1~/Tuesday, November 18, 1997 
UU220, 3:00-S:OOpm 1°~Y/
Minutes: Approval of the October 28, 1997 minutes of the Academic Senate (pp. 3-4). 
Communication(s) and announcement(s): 
A. 	 All electronic mail is being sent to your Open Mail account. If you do not have an 
OpenMail account, mail will be directed to your UNIX account. However, if you 
have a UNIX account and an OpenMail account, Academic Senate communications 
will automatically be sent to your OpenMail account. 
B. 	 The Academic Senate is now on the World Wide Web. Information regarding 

meetings, agenda, minutes, resolutions, etc. can be viewed at 

http://www. cal poly. edul-acadsen. 
C. 	 There will be an additional Senate meeting on December 2. Please calendar this 
date. 
Reports: 

(Reports should be limited to 2-5 minutes. If a report is expected to exceed 5 minutes, please 

prepare the information in written form for distribution instead.) 

A. 	 A cad em ic Senate Chair: 
B. 	 President's Office: 
C. 	 Provost's Office: 
D. 	 Statewide senators: 
E. 	 CF A campus president: 
F. 	 StaffCouncil representative: 
G. 	 ASI representatives: 
H. 	 Other: 
Consent agenda: 

Resolution on Enrollment: Hood, Chair of the Budget and Long-Range Planning 

Committee (p. 5). 

Business item(s): 
A. 	 Resolution on Sports Complex: Executive Committee, second reading (p. 6-7). 
B. 	 Resolution on Final Exam: Freberg/Keesey, Chairs ofthe Instruction and 

Curriculum Committees, first reading (p. 8-9). 

C. 	 Resolution on the Search Process and Qualifications for the New CSU 

Chancellor: Executive Committee, first reading (pp. 10-11 ). 

continued on page two -7 
D. 	 Resolution on Future Cal Poly Budgets: Hood, Chair of the Budget and Long­
Range Planning Committee, first reading (p. 12). 
E. 	 Resolution on Faculty Governance of Mode of Instruction: Laura Freberg, Chair 
of the Instruction Committee, first reading (p. 13). 
F. 	 Resolution on CSU Presidents' Pay Raises: Lewis, Caucus Chair for CSM, first 
reading (p. 14). 
G. 	 Resolution on 1996/97 Program Review and Improvement Committee Report of 
Findings and Recommendations: Riener, Chair of the Program Review and 
Improvement Committee, first reading (pp. 15-50). 
VI. Discussion item(s): 
VII. Adjournment: 
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Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 
Of 
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 
San Luis Obispo, CA 
AS­ -97/ 
RESOLUTION ON 
ENROLLMENT 
WHEREAS, The actual student enrollment at Cal Poly exceeds the student enrollment funded by the CSU; 
and 
WHEREAS, The State funding per student and the actual per student cost of educating a student at Cal Poly 
are diverging; and 
WHEREAS, The current student enrollment at Cal Poly is at or near the master plan facility capacity during 
the academic year; and 
WHEREAS, Increasing student enrollment without sufficient increases in the budget and facilities will 
seriously impair the quality of the Cal Poly academic programs; and 
WHEREAS, Cal Poly's success and reputation is based in large part upon its polytechnic emphasis, and 
polytechnic programs by their very nature are more expensive than most other programs in the 
CSU system; and 
WHEREAS, State funding which is largely based on a per student allocation that does not recognize the 
differences in instructional costs of various programs, and this funding policy is jeopardizing Cal 
Poly's ability to continue to offer quality academic programs; therefore, be it 
RESOLVED: That Cal Poly should strive to have its actual enrollment equal to its funded enrollment; and be it 
further 
RESOLVED: That once the actual and funded enrollment equilibrium has been established, future enrollments 
should not exceed the funded enrollments; and be it further 
RESOLVED: That Cal Poly should endeavor to balance its enrollment so as to minimize the year-to-year 
fluctuation of new students; and be it further 
RESOLVED: That future enrollment should not exceed the physical capacity ofthe campus; and be it further 
RESOLVED: That all future enrollment growth be predicated on the existence of adequate facilities and 
sufficient financial support; and be it further 
RESOL YEO: That the State Legislature and the CSU Administration be encouraged to fund Cal Poly 
programs at a level closer to their actual cost, rather than on a system-wide per student basis. 
Proposed by the Academic Senate Budget and Long­
Range Planning Committee 
November 4, 1997 
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Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 
Of 
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 
San Luis Obispo, CA 
AS­ -97/ 
RESOLUTION ON 
SPORTS COMPLEX 
WHEREAS, The Academic Senate recognizes the need for new sports facilities at Cal Poly, including 
playing and practice fields and a baseball stadium; and 
WHEREAS, The plan for the Cal Poly Sports Complex in its present configuration fails to provide 
adequate buffers to protect wetlands that serve as habitats for 33 documented species of wild 
waterfowl; and 
WHEREAS, The present configuration will cause unnecessary adverse impacts to critical Biological 
Sciences Department fish and wildlife teaching resources as specified in a letter to the 
administration signed by 27 out of 30 Biological Sciences Department faculty on March 7, 
1997;and 
WHEREAS, The Introduction to the "Campus Master Plan" document dated April28, 1992 states that "At 
a fundamental level the primary function of the physical environment of the campus is the 
[sic] support and enhance the instructional and scholarly agendas of the university"; and 
WHEREAS, The present configuration of the Cal Poly Sports Complex plan places a road, a parking lot, 
and a softball stadium within 40 feet of Smith Reservoir; and 
WHEREAS, Coastal ordinances require at least I 00 feet of buffer between any development and wetland 
borders and County ordinances require at least 50 feet of buffer between any development 
and a wetland; and 
WHEREAS, The letter signed by faculty in the biological Sciences Department recommend 200 yards 
minimum from Shephard and I 00 yards minimum from Smith as buffers; and 
WHEREAS, The EIR for the Sports Complex plan in its present configuration notes these requirements 
and states that "The University is not subject to local ordinances"; and 
WHEREAS, A university educating students in Natural Resources Management, City and Regional 
Planning, Landscape Architecture, and Biological Sciences should maintain a higher and not 
a lower standard of environmental responsibility than other developers; and 
WHEREAS, Members of the university community have made know their concerns about adequate 
wetland buffers to the administration since the beginning of the EIR process; therefore, be it 
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RESOLVED: 	 That Cal Poly adhere to Coastal and County ordinances that require an appropriate buffer 
between any development and a wetland; and, be it further 
RESOLVED: 	 That President Baker halt construction on the Sports Complex, in whatever its final scale, 
until all environmental and educational issues have been adequately addressed. 
Proposed by: Richard Kranzdorf and Steven Marx 
Date: October 27, 1997 
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WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 
RESOLVED, 
RESOLVED, 
Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 

OF 

CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, California 

AS- -97/ 

RESOLUTION ON 

FINAL EXAM SCHEDULING 

Campus policy currently provides for a maximwn of one hour final exams for 1-2 unit 
courses, two hour final exams for 3 unit courses, and three hour fmal exams for 4 unit 
courses; and 
Increased nwnbers of 4 unit courses in the curriculwn are creating final exam 
scheduling and room conflicts for students and faculty; and 
Faculty should have the opportunity to assess their courses in the manner they deem 
most appropriate; be it therefore 
That.the attached final exam schedule, which provides for three hour final blocks in a -- ­
six day schedule with common finals only on the Saturday preceding finals week, be 
adopted; and be it further 
That this schedule sets only maximum times available for final exruns, 1md in no way 
otherwise dictates the actual length of final exruns for faculty. 
Proposed by the Academic Senate 
Curriculum and Instruction Committees 
October 29, 1997 
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Final Exam Schedule 
Exams will be held in the regularly assigned classroom at the days and 
times indicated below. Instructors requesting to change a final exam time 
must obtain approval from the Department Head and College Dean at least 
two weeks before final exam week. Questions concerning the final exam 
schedule should be referred to the Universit Schedulin Office at XG-2461. 
FINAL EXAM SCHEDULE FOR DAY CLASSES 

Exam Days Monday (M) Tuesday (T) Wednesday (W) Thursday (A) Friday (F) 
Exam Hrs 
Class Start Time 
and Meeting Days 
Class Start Time 
and Meeting Days 
Class Start Time 
and Meeting Days 
Class Start Time 
and Meeting Days 
Class Start Time 
and Meeting Days 
071 0-1 OOOam 
0710 MWF, MW 
WF, MF 
0710 TR 
0710-0900 TR 
0740-0900 TR 
0810 MWF, MW 
WF, MF 
0810-0920 MWF 
0810-1000 MW 
0810 TR 
0810-0930 TR 
0910 MWF, MW 
WF, MF 
0930-1040 MWF 
101 0-01 OOpm 
1010 MWF, MW 
MW, MF 
1 050-1200 MWF 
1010-1200 MW 
0910 TR 
0910-1100 TR 
0940-11 00 TR 
1110 MWF, MW 
WF, MF 
1010 TR 1210 MWF, MW 
WF, MF 
1210-0120 MWF 
121 0-0200 MW 
011 0-0400pm 
0110 MWF, MW 
MW, MF 
0130-0240 MWF 
1210 TR 
1210-0130 TR 
1210-0200 TR 
0210 MWF, MW 
WF, MF 
0210-0400 MW 
0250-0400 MWF 
0110 TR 
0140-0300 TR 
0310 MWF, MW 
WF, MF. _ 
041 0-0700pm 
0410 MWF, MW 
WF, MF 
0410-0530 MW 
041 0-0600 MW 
0210 TR 
021 0-0400 TR 
0510 MW, M 
0610 MW, M 
0310 TR 
031 0-0430 TR 
Room Conflict 
Resolution 
FINAL EXAM SCHEDULE FOR EVENING CLASSES 

Exam Days Monday (M) Tuesday (T) Wednesday (W) Thursday (A) Friday (F) 
Exam Hrs 
Class Start Time 
and Meeting Days 
Class Start Time 
and Meeting Days 
Class Start Time 
and Meeting Days 
Class Start Time 
and Meeting Days 
Class Start Time 
and Meeting Days 
071 0-1 OOOpm 0710 MW, M 0610 TR, T 
0710 TR, T 
0510 w 
0610 w 
0710 w 
0410 TR 
041 0-0530 TR 
041 0-0600 TR 
0440-0600 TR 
0510 TR, T 
0510 R 
0610 R 
0710 R 
COMMON FINAL EXAM SCHEDULE 

(held the Saturday before the normal finals week) 

Saturday (S) 
0810-11 OOam 
Common Final 
Time# 1 
Saturday (S) 
111 0-0200pm 
Common Final 
Time# 2 
Classes meeting 4 or 5 days per week will follow the MWF schedule. One-unit lecture classes 
will hold their exam at the last regular meeting of the class to avoid scheduling conflicts. Classes 
Note: that meet in more than one lecture room during the quarter will meet in the room announced by 
your instructor using the Room Conflict Resolution time listed above. Exam time is determined 
by the hours scheduled for the lecture portion of any course. Exams for activity, laboratory and 
recitation classes will be held during the last class meeting. 
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WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 
Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 
Of 
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, CA 

AS- -97/ 

RESOLUTION ON 

SEARCH PROCESS AND QUALIFICATIONS 

FOR NEW CSU CHANCELLOR 

The CSU Board of Trustees has determi~ed that the current CSU Chancellor Search 
Committee will not include a faculty member except the Faculty Trustee; and 
The elimination of faculty representative on the search committee is contrary to prior 
practice and breaches the CSU Statement of Collegiality which acknowledges and __ 
respects the faculty's role in the shared governance of the University; and 
The Chancellor of the CSU is the academic leader of this institution, and faculty are 
significantly affected by this leadership; and 
Faculty have the professional responsibility to execute the CSU's primary mission of 
education and should therefore participate directly in the search for its academic leader; 
and 
Direct faculty participation in the search process will enhance the credibility of the new 
Chancellor selection both within and outside the CSU system; and 
The CSU Board of Trustees has recognized the importance of its search for a new 
Chancellor and has requested written input on the qualifications for the position; and 
The chief a cad em ic and chief executive officer of the CSU system should demonstrate 
experience in the academy through teaching and scholarship as well as administrative 
experience in complex organizations; and 
The position description for the new Chancellor no longer emphasizes these academic 
qualifications but refers only to the candidate's "commitment to higher education and 
the values of an academic community" and "demonstrated commitment to quality 
education"; and 
This recent change in the job description for the next Chancellor has given the 
impression that this leader need not be well acquainted with the culture of higher 
education; 
These developments may have the unfortunate effect of undermining the cooperation 
and trust between faculty and CSU administration and could also undermine the 
confidence of the faculty in its next academic leader; therefore, be it 
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RESOLVED: 	 That the Academic Senate of Cal Poly State University urge the CSU Board of Trustees 
to permit CSU faculty to participate directly and meaningfully in the Chancellor search 
process through faculty representation on the search committee; and, be it further 
RESOLVED: 	 That the Academic Senate of Cal Poly State University urge in the strongest possible 
terms that the CSU Board of Trustees revise its job description for CSU Chancellor to 
include the requirement that the candidate have a record in teaching, scholarship, and 
academic administration; and, be it further 
RESOLVED: 	 That pursuant to the CSU Board of Trustees request for written input from faculty on 
the qualifications for the next Chancellor, that copies of this resolution be distributed to 
each member of the Board and to the Academic Senate CSU. 
Proposed by: The Academic Senate Executive 
Committee 
Date: September 23, 1997 
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Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 

Of 

CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, CA 

AS- -97/ 

RESOLUTION ON 

FUTURE CAL POLY BUDGETS 

WHEREAS, The Cal Poly Mission Statement, Cal Poly's Strategic Plan and the Cal Poly 
Plan all emphasize the education of its students and the pursuit of academic 
excellence; and 
WHEREAS, Cal Poly maintains its national and statewide reputation by virtue of the -··­
teaching and academic achievements of its faculty and the success of its 
graduates; and 
WHEREAS, The projected availability of state funds for the CSU system in the coming years 
will require that budget allocations for Cal Poly be very judiciously scrutinized 
in to order to meet the academic demands of the students enrolled here; 
therefore, be it 
RESOLVED: That support for academic programs should be given the highest priority in 
future Cal Poly budgets. 
Proposed by: Academic Senate Budget and 
Long-Range Planning Committee 
Date: September 23, 1997 
Revised: October 7, 1997 
WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 
RESOLVED: 
RESOLVED: 
RESOLVED: 
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Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 

Of 

CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, CA 

AS- -97/ 

RESOLUTION ON 

FACULTY GOVERNANCE OF MODE OF INSTRUCTION 

Curriculum development and oversight are among the most important responsibilities 
ofthe faculty; and 
The curriculum process is best served when a climate offull disclosure and 
consultation is encouraged; and 
The use of distributed and distance learning techniques is becoming much more 
frequent; and 
The use of distributed and distance learning techniques represents a significant and 
relatively experimental change in instructional mode; and 
There is currently no mechanism of university-wide faculty review for the use of 

distributed and distance learning; therefore, be it 

That new course proposals should specify whether or not distance and distributed 
learning techniques will be used, to what degree they will be used, and a rationale for 
how these techniques will contribute to positive student outcomes; and, be it further 
That existing courses undergoing a change in mode of instruction from traditional to 50 
percent or more SCU's via distributed or distance learning be reviewed under current 
policies and procedures for new courses; and, be it further 
That the Academic Senate Instruction and Curriculum Committees provide an annual 
report to the full Senate regarding the use of distributed and distance learning on 
campus. 
Proposed by: The Academic Senate Instruction 
Committee 
Date: September 23, 1997 
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Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 

Of 

CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, CA 

AS- -97/ 

RESOLUTION ON 

CSU PRESIDENTS' PAY RAISES 

WHEREAS, The CSU Board ofTrustees has taken action to increase the salary ofCSU 
presidents by 1 0 percent; and 
WHEREAS, This comes in a year when the majority of CSU faculty will receive a pay 
increase of slightly more thc:m 2 percent; and 
WHEREAS, CSU faculty salaries lag those for comparable universities by about 10 percent; 
and; 
WHEREAS, The CSU Board ofTrustees has taken no steps to address this shortfall; 
therefore, be it 
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Cal Poly State University condemn the CSU 
Board of Trustees and the CSU administration for their action to increase the 
salaries of CSU presidents; and, therefore, be it 
RESOLVED: The Academic Senate of Cal Poly State University strongly urge the CSU Board 
of Trustees to rescind their action until the issue of adequate pay raises for CSU 
faculty and staff is adequately addressed. 
Proposed by: George Lewis, CSM 
Date: October 14, 1997 
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Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 

Of 

CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, CA 

AS- -97/ 
RESOLUTION ON 

1996/97 PROGRAM REVIEW AND IMPROVEMENT COMMITTEE 

REPORT OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

WHEREAS, The following departments/programs were reviewed during the 1996/97 
academic year: 
Aeronautical Engineering 
Architecture 
City and Regional Planning 
Crop Science 
Economics 
Electrical Engineering 
English 
Recreation Administration 
Speech Communication 
Social Sciences; 
and 
WHEREAS, The Academic Senate acknowledges receipt of the Program Review and 
Improvement Committee's "Report on programs reviewed during 1996/97"; 
therefore, be it 
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate receive the Program Review and Improvement 
Committee's "Report on programs reviewed during 1996/97"; and, be it further 
RESOLVED: That the Program Review and Improvement Committee's "Report on programs 
reviewed during 1996/97" be submitted to the Provost and Vice President for 
Academic Affairs. 
Proposed by: The Academic Senate Program 
Review and Improvement Committee 
Date: October 1, 1997 
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Cal Poly :\lemorandum 
Copi.:s \\' B:~.L.:r 
P Zmgg 
H Gr.:•:m\:-tld 
Colk:y D.::1n3 
Dcp:1rtmcnt ch.1irs in 
progr:1ms r.:-\ i;::wcd 
From: Progra.n1 R~vi..:w and [mprovcm~·nt Committ·:c 
Subjrxt: R-:-p·.)rt on prognms r•:Vi•:\\cd during l Y%-97 
1be Ac:1dcmic Scn:~tc Progr:~m R..:vic\\ and Improvement C onm1itt•:c r•:\ i•:\\ cd 10 programs during 
the :1cademic year 1991)-97. E:1.:h progr:1m rccct\Cd a Request For Information, based upon the 
Acad·_·mic Program Review and [mprovcmcnt document adopted by the Senate in April 1992. The 
committee then met \\ith a! programs to cbrif) the nature and the procedure of the rcvi.:w process. 
Programs submitted th.:ir rcp0rt3 in winter qmrtcr. Based on th•:se, the committ•:c f.:mnubtcd 
pdiminary rcp•Jrts .:111cl fon\:mkd th,:m to th(' programs We m;::r indi,·idu:-~lly \\ ith c:-~ch program 
during spring quarter to allow them an opportunity to respond to the preliminaf) report and to 
cl:trif~: any misund-:orstandin~s or misink·rprctations . Fiml reports \\·cr(' then prcpar"~d. 
Attach"·d i·> a r.:port sunm1:1ri z in~ tho: committcc·s overall findings, as well as a sununary report for 
each ofth.: programs r.:vie\\..:'d We thank each program for tho: effort they have put into th.:ir 
ri.'\ le\\ 5. 
Copi-:·> of this report, and an:· r..:spon;es from th.: pro~rams rc\ j.~\,cd, should b.: pbccd in the 
r_'ni·>crsity Libi'af)' for publi.: J.,:.:._os,; 
f?e,vV~- ;e~:::;fto . l 
BiancJ. Rosenthal 
Gknn Irvin 
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State of California California Polytechnic State University 
San Luis Obispo, California 93407 
MEMORAJ\"DUM 
Date : September 25, 1997 
To: All Department Chairs and Head, College Deans 
Copies: W. Baker 
P. Zingg 
H. Greenwald 
Academic Senate Executive Committee 
From: 
Academic Senate Program Review and Improvement Committee 
Subject : Recommendations of the Program Review and Improvement Committee 
The Program Re view and Improvement Committee has completed the fifth year of the 
program review process . In addition to recommendations regarding individual programs, 
the Committee has also made some general recommendations, which apply to most of the 
programs revic\ved. 
Attached you will find copies ofthcse general recommendations, along with a copy of the 
revie\v schedule for the next ft ve years. Note that departments and programs scheduled 
for revic\V in the 1997/98 academic year include: 
food Science and Nutrition Graphic Communication 
Soil Science Philosophy 
Construction Management Psychology and Human Development 
BS/1v1BA Business Administration Chemistry 
MS/MBA Engineering Management Biochemistry 
Computer Eng ineering Physics 
Engineering Science Physical Sciences 
Ethnic Stud ies 
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GENERP..l R.ECO~.;lME~~OA.TiO~~S 

OF THE PR:Jt:;R.AM REViE\JV .A. ~~D IMPRJ.)\fEivlENT CO!\i1r\1 !TTEE 

FOR A. C..ADE~·.:1 i C PR:JGR.A.MS R.EVlE'NED It·.) THE 

1996-~r7 .A.CA.DE~.:1 1 C PR.Ot:;R..A.fv1 R.E\/iEVV CYCLE 

In the process of ana!y·z1ng and e\/a!uat!ng the academic prograrns on the 1~~96-97 
re v iev~· cyc~e. the Program Reviev-t and !mprovernent Committee has identif!ed some 
significant genera! issues that seem to \,varrant immediate effort and action . The 
fo!lc.v.;ing recommendations are presented in an effort to help guide such actions by the 
programs. 
1. 	 Specifv the progr-5m's most siqnific.::1n t obser.;able intended IParninq outcomes . For 
both internal and external reporting and accountability purposes, it is essential for 
academic programs to declare clearly and specifically the high-priority learning 
outcomes that its students are intended to attain and be able to demonstrate as a 
result of participating in that program . In conjunction vvith this declaration, the 
program must have a mission statement which clearly provides the conceptual 
foundation for its fundamental learning goals, and it must specify observable 
indicators wh ich are clearly linked to th8se goals. 
2 . 	 l r. .pl::>ment a practical svstem for presel'ti ng empirical evidence of the degree to 
vv·hich students have ::lttained the d8sired learning OLitr:omes Sut:h evidence, and 
its corresponding data management system, are requisites for tracking outcome 
trends and documenting program successes. 
2·. 	 Est::1b!ish an effectiv::- s·.;stem of profession::JI con sulta .ion and coll.:>boration with on­
C::lmpr.r s and off-campus colle::Jques regarding instructional design, d81i·.rerv. and 
irnorovement. The scope of such professional peer review should include 
curri culum/course CO '/erage, instr:.ictiona! activities, assessment techniques, 
to7chnologic::JI medi::~tion reso:Jrces/techniques, cl::1ss leadership/management, 
identification and us8 of appropriate f8edback, innovation assessment, and 
integration of current research, as we!\ as any other appropriate program-specific 
uses of peer consultation 
4. 	 Clearly define eguitabl :::> expec.tations, crit::> ria. and standards for e·v·aluatinq faculty 
scholarship. 
c, 	 Implement ar'! effective ~yst ::: r.l fo;- t racl<. ~ ng and ohtriin inq proq rar:J -rele '-i :::l n t 
feedb.::1c.k fr.:.:n a!umPi. 
E. . nota in e11pirica e·1·idenc8 for the v::tiidi ty of the proqr.::1m's admission criteria and 
cut-points. Th::! definition and determination of student "success'' must be clear, 
and must specify the indicators to be used as the criteria against v.;hich the 
admission criteria can be c.ompared . 
r . 	 Deveiop a s ~?rio t_ <:. , compreherr:; :,ie, and sy3tematic approach to BC.3demic program 
p!ann 'ng as a :1 or•-qoin·:J er.dea ·.;G ~ . Prograi!! planning should be linked logically to 
the program mission statement, spec ify appropriate options for dea!ing with short­
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r-3nge issues, include long-range (5-1 0 year) intentions -3nd incrementa! 
implementation specifics. and incorporate tr\e acquisition and use of specifically 
focused feedback . The planning process must emerge from, and be guided by, an 
appropriate theoretical frame·,vork. 
e. 	 Obtain s tud~"nt feedb-sd<. speci fk .al!y fc.r prcgram/course improvement purposes. 
This use of student feedback must be separ-3te from the RPT process , and requires 
instrumentation developed specifically for diagnostic (as opposed to evaluative) 
purposes. 
9. 	 Systematica!lv evaluate the ad.squacy of the program's physical resources for 
supporting studen t learning and attaining the prog ram's critical ou t~omes . Physical 
resources and instructional facilities should be evaluated in terms of 
appropriateness and adequacy for attaining specified outcomes . 
Existing University resources which provide conceptual justification, support, and 
assistance in addressing these recommendations include: 
• 	 the University Strategic Plan (Sections 1 through 5); 
• 	 the Report of the Curriculum and Calendar Task Force (Sections 1 through 4, 
Section 6, and Appendix II); and, 
• 	 The conceptual and operational information incorporated in summary 
documentation of the focus of programmatic criteria associated with the Cal Poly 
Plan . 
Although program reviev.J is a specific institutional endeavor, its orientation and 
rational8 is solidly integrated with fundamental University policy documents and with 
program innovation/development initiatives Building on such a body of policy and 
activities provides a conceptual coherence and shared operational focus, which helps 
to clarify and strengthen the overall University effort of continually improving the quality 
of its go.:1ls and their att::~inment 
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•B S •Fruit S~icnce
-=-:aS _ jPI~nt Pro tection Science 1 
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AERONAUTICAL ENGINEERING 
PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 
1996-1997 
ITEM RATING* COMMENTS 
I. MISSION 
A. Mission Statement 
A 
B. Distinguishing features 
of mission 
A Design emphasis. 
II . I~JSTRUCTIONAL 
ISSUES 
A. Educational Goals 
1. Intended student 
outcomes 
2. Outline program 
content and skill 
coverage 
A 
A 
3. Co-curricular 
programs or 
activities 
A 
4. Special educational 
services: 
a) entering students 
A The mentoring program has great potential. 
b) assistance for at­
risk students A 
c) Individualized 
oQQ_ortunities : 
A 
B Instructional Design 
and Methods 
1. Innovative methods 
A 
2. Other innovative inst. 
methods 
A 
C A:-sessment methods 
<:Jnd Data 
1 Student Learning 
Outcomes 
a) Methods used at 
course level 
A 
b) Student course 
outcome data 
A 
c) Program 
outcome data 
2 Instructional methods 
a) Peer review of 
plans and activities 
A 
M 
Instrument needs revision. 
This process needs to be sharply focused on instructional duties. 
b) Incorporating 
research into 
instruction 
c) Student input on 
instructional 
processes 
A 
M Poor instrument with minimal coverage 
c:::BorE : E -Exceptiona l A- Adequate M - Minimal I - Incomplete NA- Not Applicable 
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3 lnst1·uctors 
a) Colleague eval. 
procedures 
A 
b) Student eval. of 
instructors 
A 
4 Program 
a) Internal Review 
Process 
M Define and develop the internal review process . 
b) Accreditation E 
c) Alumni 
evaluation 
A 
d) Evaluation by 
profession and 
advisory board 
A 
e) Comparison with 
similar programs 
A 
f) Intended program 
changes 
A 
g) Internal planning 
and assessment 
M A formal plan and procedure should be developed. 
Ill STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS 
A Awards and Honors 
E 
B. Placement A 
C Diversity A 
IV. PROGRAM 
ADMINISTRATION 
A Fr1r;ulty Scholarship 
A 
B Prof. Development 
Expectations 
A- Specific criteria within the four general areas should be developed 
C. r--lon-faculty staff 
i1wolvement 
na 
D. Resources 
1. Personnel 
2. Fiscal Allocation 
A 
E 
3. Facilities 
E Admissions criteria 
1 .t>.dmissions profile 
2 S11ccess of criteria 
F. Arplicant pool 
1. Recruitment 
2 Program Capacity 
E 
M 
M 
A 
A 
No attempt to validate MCA criteria. 
2 
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G. Applicants/ accomm./ 
enrolled 
A Reflects aerospace industry economic conditions. 
V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
A 
B. SCU generated A 
C. Retention/graduation A 
VI. FUTURE PLANS A 
3 

--
-25-
ARCHITECTURE 
PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 
1996-1997 
ITEM RATING• COMMENTS 
I. MISSION Needs to be updated and revis ed relatt 't e to Cal Poly 's 

A Mission Statement 

A 
mission 

B Distinguishing features of 
 A 

mission 

II. INSTRUCTIONAL ISSUES This verbiage, borrowed from "Visionary Pragmatism," is 
A Educational Goals 
A 
too general. Attitudes and values should be infused in the 
1. Intended student outcomes entire curriculum, not just in the beginnino and in the end of 
the curriculum 
2 Outline program content Content coverage is sdequately described lnterdisciplinsry 
and skill coverage 
A 
components and capstone options need to be described 
more fully. 
3 Co-curricular programs or A 
activities 

4 Special educational 
 Tracking feature is commendable . and the information 
services: 
A 
obtained should be summarized Does the portfolio review 
a) enterinCJ students link to the advisin_g process? 

b) assistance for at-risk 
 Please explain advising process for out-of-sequence 
students students What role does the student services coordinator 
play in this process? How do the informr1l peer advising 
and extended faculty exposures assist at-risk students? 
c) Individualized 
A+ 
Need examples and descriptions; other wise, too general 
opportunities: 
A 
B. Instructional Design and WWW, computer design , etc. Good on the Renewable 
Methods 
E 
Energy Project 

1 Innovative methods 

2 Other innovative inst. 
 Please explain how these may be used for individualized 
methods 
A 
opportunities 

C Assessment methods and 
 Please provide more than just the description of the 
Data 
M 
instruments used. For example, what is meant by credit for 
1 Student Learning stucJ ent outcome assessmPnt, credit by examination and by 
Outcomes portfol io? 

a) Methods used at 

course level 

b) Student course 
 A 

outcome data 

c) Program outcome 
 Is Arch 481 the only source of inform-4tion? WhAt 
data 
M 
percentage of students makes it to the 3 quarter capstone? 
How is the capstone design course assessed? 
2 Instructional methods A 

a) Peer review of plans 

and activities 

b) Incorporating research Active faculty but incorporation of research projects into 
into instruction 
A 
instruction is unclear 

c) Student input on 
 A 
instructional processes 
~NOTE: E- Exceptional A- Adequate rv1- Minimal I- Incomplete NA- Not Applicable 
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3 Instructors A 
a) Colleague eval. 
procedures 
b) Student eval. of A- How are the results linked back to instruction? 
instructors 
4. Program E The use of faculty-student curriculum committee and area 
a) Internal Review coordinators is commendable. Please describe the 
Process effectiveness and benefits of t11ese committees . 
b) Accreditation A 
c) Alumni evaluation M Consider instituting an improved alumni survey to help in 
tracking alumni and obtaining their feedback . 
d) Evaluation by A Please provide professional status or affiliations of 
profession and advisory members of advisory board. 
board 
e) Comparison with E 
similar erograms 
f) Intended program M Minimal changes envisioned. The list provided is very 
chanqes general and not programmatic . 
g) Internal planning and M Their is no information on quality and effectiveness of 
assessment methocJology. Need to develop assessment tools. 
Ill. STUDENT A An impressive list of awards. 
CHARACTERISTICS 
A. Aw8rds and Honors 
B Placement A Suggest that you develop database of recent graduates. 
This could be done by instituting an effective alumni 
system . 
C Diversity A+ Good applicant pool 
IV. PROGRAM A Wide variety of activity and accomplishments . 
ADMINISTRATION 
A. Faculty Scholarship 
B Pmf. Development A Please explain differences in resource allocations 
Expectations 
C. i'lon-faculty staff A 
invol vement 
D Resources A Highly qual ified faculty , but not very di,terse . How will this 
1. Perso nnel issue be addressed? 
2. Fisc81 Alloc8tion A Please explain assigned time for grant proposal 
development andgrant activity 
E. Admissions criteria A 
1. Admissions profile 
2. Success of criteria M The criteria given are inappropriate i1S mei1sures of student 
"success." They do not logically rei.Jt e to the admissions 
criteria and weights . 
F. Applicant pool A Program quality is its own recruitment , but is there targeted 
1. Recruitment selection? Please expla in. 
2. Program Cap8city A 
G . Applicants/ accomm./ A Highly selective program 
enrolled 
V. li'ISTITUTIOI'IAL A High ' 
STATISTICS 
-
A . Fall guarter Student load 
B. SCU generated A 
C. Retention/graduation A 
Vi . FUTURE PLANS A i'l eed space and GEB fle xibility; but appear to be very slow 
to adjust to 4 unit courses 
2 

-27-
CITY AND REGIONAL PLANNING 
PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 
1996-1997 
ITEM RATING* I COMMENTS 
I. MISSION 
A. Mission Statement 
I No clear mission statement was found. What is distinguishing about 
the department's mission? Refers to the 1990 statement--is it only the 
first 2 sentences? What document were these excerpts taken from? 
What is meant b_y_ "striving for social equality?" 
B. Distinguishing features 
of mission 
I See above comments 
II. INSTRUCTIONAL 
ISSUES 
P..•. Educational Goals 
1. Intended student 
outcomes 
M The significant intended student outcomes are not clear. Greater 
specificity is needed to indicate just what is anticipated to result from 
the content coverage. 
2 . Outline program 
content and skill 
coverage 
I Need more information describing the rationale of the program . 
3. Co-curricular 
programs or 
activities 
A Students have a required internship which has good potential. 
Students do community service. 
4. Special educational 
services: 
a) enterinQ students 
A The graduate mentor notion seems to have potential benefits. 
b) assistance for at­
risk students 
I Information about mentoring of at-risk students is inadequate. 
c) Individualized 
opportunities: 
M None indicated. 
B. Instructional Design 
and Methods 
1. Innovative methods 
M The use of team teaching and electronic media are good techniques, 
but are not necessarily innovative. What is the rationale for their use 
in this proqram? 
2. Other innovative inst . 
methods 
M /'lone indicated . 
C Assessment methods 
and Data 
1 Student Learning 
Outcomes 
a) Methods used at 
course level 
I Please describe the methods used 
b) Student course 
outcome data 
M What do the goals in appendix A mean? What is the "goals 
assessment?" This was not discussed in the report. 
c) Program 
outcome data 
I 
2 Instructional methods 
a) Peer review of 
plans and activities 
I 
b) Incorporating 
research into 
instruction 
I 
[ • NOTE: E - Exceptional A -Adequate M - Minimal I - Incomplete NA- Not Applicable 
'I 
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c) Student input on I 
instructional 
processes 
3 Instructors IV1 Perfun ctory . What does this mean? 
a) Colleague eval. 
procedures 
b) Student eval. of A Coverage is rninirnal. 
instructors 
4 Program IV1 The department just holds meetings. What else is done? A serious 
a) Internal Review internal review is desirable and appropriate 
Process 
b) Accreditation A 
c) Alumni M No evaluation of feedback was provided. 
evaluation 
d) Evaluation by M What additional input is available? Please explain 
profession and 
advisory board 
e) Comparison with M Merely noting that the program is a hybrid is too general to be 
similar programs informative. 
f) Intended program I What are the growth changes? Doe the faculty have a clear ple~n for 
changes fut ure ch<mges? What are they? When will these anticipated program 
changes be implemented? there appears to be no plan regarding this 
matter. 
r--· g) Internal planning I No internal planning was apparent. Describe your action plans . What 
and assessment is being done to fill positions? 
Ill STUDENT I Tracking of e~wards and student recognition needs to be improved. 
CHARACTERISTICS Who receives these honors? Are no other honors available? 
A Awards and Honors 
B Ple1cement M Need more careful tracking of this . Ce~reer Services information alone 
is too minimal. 
c Drversity A 
IV. PROGRAM M Need specifics of the criteria and priorities 
ADMINISTRATION 
A Facr rlty Scholarship 
B Prof. Development M What are the specific expectations? What are the priorities? 
Expectations 
c t'J on-faculty staff na 
involvement 
D Resources A Apparently, some faculty no longer participate in the program, 
1 Personnel according to Apg_endix D. Most are current in the field. 
2. Fiscal Allocation I What dollars are associated with the assigned time? Need to be 
specific . The_g_uestion was not answered 
3 Facilities I NeecJgreater specificity in connection with the facilities and 
instructional activities. 
E l'.dmissions criteria A 
1. Admissions profile 
2 Success of criteria M No st:J tement was found reg<trding the usefulness of the criteria . 
F Applicant pool A 
1 Recruitment 
2 Program Capacity M What is being done to recruit students? The SAT scores seem low. It 
appears that the department could enrich the applicant pool by 
effective recruiting efforts. Need to develop a pl8n for recruiting and 
onh"'ncing of lho app!ican1 PO"ILoll lt.l II\. I L IV II I l V, 
2 
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G. Applicants/ accomm./ 
enrolled 
M Consider redirection of applicants who apply to other departments and 
are rejected elsewhere as possible applicants to your program 
V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
A 
B. SCU generated A 
C. Retention/graduation A 
VI. FUTURE PLANS M What does the department plan to do in the future? What is the 
department's response to the lack of flexibility referred to in the 
accreditation report? 
3 
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CROP SCIENCE 

PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 

1996-199i 
ITEM RATING· I COMI\1ENTS 
I. MISSION M 
A. Mission Statement 
Gener·a l, vague. boile1-plate phrases. Essentially focuses on 
industry preparation What departmental educational goals 
transcend vocational training? Consider articulating/incorporating 
the notion of experiential leaming via enterprise projects, 
particular purposes/styles of faculty-student interaction, content 
coverage, intended immediate or long-term learning outcomes 
and aspects of personal development, and any other goals that 
are NOT institutionol characteristics or by-prod ucts that are 
outside the depar1ment's direct control (such CJS the emphasis on 
undergraduates, location of facilities, advising by faculty, etc.) 
B. Distinguishing features of 
mission 
II. INSTRUCTIONAL 
ISSUES 
A. Educational Goals 
1. Intended student 
outcomes 
A 
M 
Enterprise projects are noted. What about the department's role 
in the l<1rger (polytechnic) University context? 
It would be helpful for the department and the University to have 
ttle program 's highest-priority intended learning outcomes 
specified in gre~lcr dct<l il tt1an merely to note tha students should 
ncquire knowledge of biolog ical systems and their applicability to 
productro n," "acquire knmvledge and skills in curren t cropping 
practices such as.. .,'' recognize and appreciate tt1 e scientific 
method . and "effectively commu nicate technical kno•..vledge to a 
variety of audiences." Does "acquire knowledge·· mean to 
remember a set of facts, determine implications . see/perform 
simple/complex Clpplications, recognize inappropriate use, 
develop complex solutions to problems for wl1ich tt1ere are no 
sinole rioht answr;rs, or what? Does "appreciate" the scientific 
methoci mean to see it as a good thino or to use it appropriately, 
or what? Is communication to be oral, written, electronic, 
individualized. in groups, or what? A helpful approach may be for 
the department to describe in some detail the observable 
ct1aracteristics of <Hl "ideal" graduate, and then to categorize, 
refine. <md prioritize ttwsc ch<Jracteristics 
2. Outline program content A 
and skill coverage 
3. Co-curricular programs A 
or activities 
j A currrcular "flow chart· wo~ld clarify this topic How seri~usly has 
the department consrdered rntcgratrng Sp<1n1sn, sacral scrence, 
ctl1ic::;, broad environmental analysis. more mati1ornatics, and 
more biological science into its curriculurn') Insufficient 
informCJtion is given ;:rt)Out the senior seminar· and how it is 
structured/taught to detennine if it is a significant or merely 
traditional course . How rigorously designed, monitored and 
evaluated are the senior projects? 
IF internships and summer jobs are h igh pri oritie::,, their rationale 
and connections to the instructiona l process and learning goals 
should be described in detail. S imilarly, til e educational impact of 
the community service experiences shouiJ be e:<plicated. Use of 
clubs for instructional purposes is significant 
4. Special educational A Standard and traditional Does the department have any 
services: evidence for the effectiveness of its offerings? 
a) entering students 
"NOTE: E- Exceptional A- Ad ua (? M - Mininwl I - Incomplete NA- Not Applicable 
~------------~----------------~-
'I 
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b) assistance for at- Same as above Also, what proactive measures could the 
risk students 
A 
depa rtment take? Is there a role for the Mul1tcultural Agricultural 
Program? 
c) Individualized Same as 4a, above Also, what proportion of students avail 
opportunities: 
A 
themselves of these opportunities? 
B. Instructional Design and A Simulated PCA performance is a good instructional activity if it is 
Methods not too narrowly focused on licensing requirements to the 
1. Innovative methods exclusion of other educational objectives A credible range of 
incorporated into the non-traditional tasks is presented, but beyond a description of 
traditional activities, per se, the rational and intended and observed effects 
instructional format. of these various activities would be helpful The one sentence 
provided is too general. 
2. Other innovative The only item in this category seems to be the enterprise projects. 
instructional methods 
A 
What structure, requirements, and restrictions are placed on these 
projects to ensure that they are effective means for enhancing 
clearly defined student learning objectives? 
C. Assessment methods A good range is presented. How extensively are they used, and 
and Data 
A 
how well do they seem to work for producing a range of 
1. Student Learning informative information? Elaborate on student peer evaluations, 
Outcomes in particular. 

a) Methods used at 

course level 

b) Student course 
 S1nce the pcogram's intended learning outcomes a1·e vague, the 
outcome data 
M 
relevance of course outcome information is mdetenninate. 
"Integration of what they have learned" may be a goal of the 400­
level courses, but it is not clear how that goal relates to broader 
depa1tment goCJis, nor is evidence pr·esented for the attainment of 
U1at goal. Similarly, the relevance of, and evidence for, 
"ueativity" and "indeperH..lence" needs to be p1·ese11ted. The 
information rega1·ding CRSC 463 is more to lt1e point, but, again, 
is the department satisfied with how "effectively" students actually 
do communicate? As regards "learn-by-doing." requiring 
pa111cular instructional activities does not const1tute evidence that 
learning has occurred . 
c) Program outcome Ex1t Interv iews is a good technique: however. inst1umentation is 
data 
M 
too general. Job placement is not evidence for attaining specific 
leClrning outcomesl Passing a PAC exam is rel eva nt only if the 
exam tasks/items are directly representat; ve of desired program 
learning outcomes. 
Seems perfunctory , casual, anc! unsystematic. How often and 
a) Peer review of 
2. Instructional methods M 
how rigorous is the expanded course outline update process? 
plans and activities How systematic is the critical collaboration of instructors involved 
in muili-section courses? Are f<Jculty meeting discussions of 
instructional plans substantive? Ho·n systelnJtic C.lild substantive 
is t11e infoulul mento1 inQ p10cess? 
b) Incorporating A 

research into 

instruction 

c) Student input on 
 A 

instruct. processes 

In practice, how rigorous, focused, and Swbsiantive are the 
a) Colleague eval. 
3. Instructors A 
processes described? 

procedures 

b) Student eval. of 
 A 

instr"LJctors 
 l 
­
2 
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4. Program M Process seems unsystematic and episodic . What is the 
a) Internal Review composition of the Advisory Board? 
Process 
b) Accreditation M Could the department consider seeking review by the American 
Society of Agronomy? The Certified Crop Advisor Program is 
voluntary under the supervision of the ASA and the Calif. 
Fertilizer Assoc. What efforts are being taken to enable CS 
graduates to pass this certification as a critical component of 
California cro U2roduction? 
c) Alumni evaluation M Given extensive contact with alumni, a systematic plan should be 
developed. 
d) Evaluation by M Meetings with professional and advisory boards should follow a 
profession and systematic agenda to insure adequate topic coverage. 
advisory board 
e) Comparison with A ··upside-down" feature is noted. Otller points repeat those made 
similar programs in section I. above. 
f) Intended program A 
changes 
g) Internal planning A How specifically do the cited activities actually address strategic 
and assessment planning, as opposed to, say, problem-solving, resource 
management, or specific tasks/projects/issues? 
Ill . STUDENT E 
CHARACTERISTICS 
A. Awards and Honors 
B. Placement A 
C. Diversity A Probation % seems high. Are there serious outreach efforts to 
enhance diversity? 
IV. PROGRAM M What is meant by "significant strength?" Other than repeating the 
ADMINISTRATION points in the Strategic Plan. how are accomplishments judged? 
A. Faculty Scholarship 
8 Prof. Development M Standards or levels of expectation are not clear. Does mentoring 
Expectations for probationary faculty occur to any significant degree, and is It 
effective? What occurs in post-tenure evaluation? 
c Non-faculty staff A Consider exploring the potential in this area and expanding non­
involvement faculty stt~ff functions that can enrich students' ac8demic 
experience 
D Resources A Diversity is min imal. 
1. Personnel 
2. Fiscal Allocation A "Other" category seems relatively high. Explain or itemize. Also, 
what is the plan for utilizing the donated funds for program goals 
and needs? 
3. Facilities A 
E. Admissions criteria A 
1. Admissions profile 
2 Success of criteria M "Jo information presented, nor f21ans described to obtain it. 
F. Applicant pool M What is planned to enhance outreach efforts? Consider re­
1. Recruitment tmgeting the recruitment letters to a more sharply defined and 
more potentially productive group. 
2 Program Capacity A 
3 
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G. Applicants/ accomm./ 
enrolled 
A 
V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
A 
B. SCU generated A 
C. Retention/graduation A 
VI. FUTURE PLANS A Plans described mainly focus on resource acquisition. What 
about pedagogical and instructional technology issues? Also, 
could the department enhance the scientific aspect of the 
curriculum by appropriate use of para-professional and technical 
staffing? 
4 
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ECONOMICS 

PROGRAM REVIEW 

1996-1997 
ITEM RATING• COMMENTS 
I. MISSION 
A. M1ssion Statement 
M Gives College goals but vague about Economics program goals 
The Business Advisory council statements could be summarized . 
B Distinguishing features of 
mission 
I None described . 
II. INSTRUCTIONAL 
ISSUES 
A. Educational Goals 
1. Intended student 
outcomes 
M Too vague and general. How are these met? 
2. Outline program content 
and skill coverage 
A 
3 Co-curricular programs 
or activities 
M How is the co-curricular program integrated into the Economics 
program? What does the Economics Association do? 
4 Special educational 
services: 
a) entering students 
A Provides free tutoring . 
b) assistance for at­
risk students 
M Did not address the at-risk students within the program. Need to 
be more pro-active. 
c) Individualized 
opportunities: 
A About 1/3 of students participate . 
B Instructional Design and 
Methods 
1. Innovative methods 
incorporated into the 
traditional 
instructional format. 
A Innovations and community service are commendable . Need to 
explain more about the integrated core curriculum and how it 
functions with respect to Econom ics. 
2. Other innovative 
instructional methods 
A 
C Assessment methods 
and Data 
1. St11dent Learning 
Outcomes 
a) Methods used at 
course level 
A 
b) Student course 
outcome data 
c) Program outcome 
data 
M 
M 
Need data or information . What are the results provided by the 
course-level assessment methods? 
Computer mediated instruction could provide outcome data . 
2. Instructional methods 
a) Peer review of 
plans and activities 
M Need further information about just what is focused on . 
b) Incorporating 
research into 
instruction 
A 
c) Student input on 
instruct. processes 
M What is done with the student input which is evaluated nearly 
every quarter? Specifically, how does it link back to the 
instructional process? 
~OT-E: E - Exceptional A - Adequate M - Minimal I - Incomplete NA- Not Applicable 
1 
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3. Instructors 
a) Colleague eval. 
procedures 
M Need additional information about what is done beyond that which 
pertains specifically to instructional methods (as asked for in 
Section II.C .2.a) . 
b) Student eval. of 
instructors 
M What is done with this information? 
4 Program 
a) Internal Review 
Process 
M An informal review is seems inadequate for a major program . 
b) Accreditation A 
c) Alumni evaluation M Too general and vague . What was in the survey? 
d) Evaluation by 
profession and 
advisory board 
A Should consider seeking separate external evaluation of 
Economics program. 
e) Comparison with 
similar programs 
M Similar to other programs. What is the special niche of Economics 
at Cal Poly? Upper division program is very small-is it suported 
by teaching large sections? 
f) Intended program 
changes 
A 
g) Internal planning 
and assessment 
M A specific and systematic planning process is needed . 
Ill STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS 
A. Awards and Honors 
A 
B. Placement 
C Diversity 
M 
M 
Little attempt to track graduates, either directly or through 
Placement center. 
There are fewer than 30% women in the major. 
~V. PROGRAM 
ADMINISTRATION 
A. Faculty Scholarst1ip 
A-
B Prof. Develorment 
Expectations 
M Economics der<1rtm ent expectations seem to be same as College 
expecti'ltions 
c Non-faGulty staff 
involvement 
na 
D Re sou rces 
1 Personnel 
A 
2. Fiscal Allocation M Increased assigned time, concurrent with enrollment increase, 
seems to be inconsistent with educational needs of students . 
3. Facilities A 
E . .A.dmissions criteria 
1. Admissions profile 
A 
2 Success of criteria 
F. Appli cant pool 
1. Recruitment 
M 
A 
I'Jo data relating MCAS to student success. 
2. Program Capacity A 
2 
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G. Applicants/ accomm./ 
enrolled 
A 
V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
A 
B. SCU generated A 
C. Retention/graduation A 
VI. FUTURE PLANS A Plans may suffer in coherence from a lack of a clear mission 
statement. What has happened as a result of the college's 
consultant on the facilitation for planning? 
3 
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ELECTRICAL ENGINEERING 
PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 
1996-1997 
ITEM RATING • I 	 COMMENTS 
I. M!SSIOI'J Narrow--more a description of the programs than a statement of 
A Mission Statement 
M 
the department's mission. 
8 Distinguishing features A- Cited features are not related to the department's mission. It is 
of mission not clear what the reference group is, and therefore whether this 
program is distinctive or unique. 
II. INSTRUCTION.A,L M Description is too vague and general. 
ISSUES 
A . Educational Goals 
1. 	Intended student 

outcomes 

2. Outline program A 
content and skill 
coveraqe 
3. Co-curricular A+ Extensive co-op program. 

programs or 

activities 

4. Special educational A 
services: 

a) enterinq students 

b) assistance for at-
 Are contracts successful? 

ris~. students 

c) Individualized 

A. 
Student involvement in faculty research. 

op_Qortunities: 

A 
B. Instructional Design Teams not really innovative. NSF grant a plus. 

and Methods 

A­
1. Innovative methods 
2. Other innovative inst. Nothing innovative in place now? 

methods 

C A.ssessment methods 

A-
Descriptions are needed of specific methods used to assess 
and Data 
M 
identified significant learning outcomes. 
1. Student Learning 

Outcomes 

a) Methods used at 

course level 

b) Student course 
 Grades on courses cited (EE309 and 462) are very indirect 
outcome data 
A­
indicators. and then only of specific aspects of program goals. 
c) Program Indicators need direct links to clearly described program goals. 
outcome data 
2 Instructional methods 
A-
A 

a) Peer review of 

plans and activities 

Specific examples of research being brought into classroom 
research into 
b) Incorporating A­
would be more informative than an assertion of "direct osmosis." 
instruction 
• NOTE: E- Exceptional A - Ad eq uate M- Minimal I - Incomplete NA- Not Appl icable 
1 
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c) Student input on 
instructional 
processes 
M Is this the only means for students to evaluate processes and 
activities? 
3 Instructors 
a) Colleague eval. 
procedures 
A 
b) Student eval. of 
instructors 
M Form is inadequate. Even so, the committee finds the results 
troublesome. 
4 Program 
a) Internal Review 
Process 
M 
b) Accreditation A 
c) Alumni 
evaluation 
M Good form. Form could be refined; how are results used? 
d) Evaluation by 
profession and 
advisor:y board 
A Industrial Advisory Board evaluation not in binder. 
e) Comparison with 
similar programs 
I What are the comparison programs? (The response provided to 
Section I.B belongs here.} 
f) Intended program 
____changes 
A­ Co-op as a tech elective is a plus . What role will co-op play in unit 
reduction/repackaging? 
g) Internal planning 
e1nd assessment 
A 
Ill . STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS 
A Awards ;md Honors 
A 
B Placement A- How good is the tracking of alumni? 
C. D1versity A- Few women, limited diversity. 
IV. PROGRAM 
ADMir--~ISTRATION 
A F-1r.1ilty Scholarship 
A Vague, no standard (quantitative or implied). 
B Prof. Development 
Expectations 
A- Please provide and explain standards. 
C. ~~on-faculty staff 
involvement 
A- How do they help? 
D. Resources 
1. Personnel 
A 
2. Fiscal Allocation A- Small $ for professional development? Is some proportion of grant 
revenue used for professional development? 
3 Facilities A+ 
E Admissions criteria 
1. Admissions profile 
A 
2 Success of criteria M No attempt to assess success of criteria . 
F Applicant pool 
1. RGcruitment 
A- Can personal contacts be specifically targeted to applicants from 
underrepresented groups? Outreach programs could be "looked at" 
systematically. 
2 Program Capacity A 
G Applicants/ accomm./ 
enrolled 
A 
2 
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V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
A 
B. SCU generated A 
C. Retention/graduation A 
VI. FUTURE PLANS A- Laudable goal, but not a plan--how to get there? 
3 
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ENGLISH 

PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 

1996-1997 
ITEM RATING• COMMENTS 
I. M!SSIOt'-J A-
A. Mission Statement 
B. Distinguishing features A­
of mission 
II. INSTRUCTIOt'-JAL A+ De~ired skills well presented . 
ISSUES 
A. Educational Goals 
1. 	Intended student 

outcomes 

2. Outline program A Discussion involved the program to be implemented in Fall1998 . 
content and skill Program appears to provide a balance between canonical and non­
coverage canonical material. 
3 . Co-curricular A+ Activities include visiting writers and activities associated with Living 
programs or and Learning Environment in the CLA dorm. 
activities 
4. Special educational Notable effort for large number of majors; hold is placed onA 
services: registration unless students contact academic advisor. 

a) entering students 

b) assistance for at-
 Appears to provide appropriate level of support and direction fo r 
risk students 
A 
students on academic probation. 

c) Individualized 
 A 
opportunities: 

B Instructional Design 
 A Evaluation of the innovations should be instituted. 

and Methods 

1. Innovative methods 

2 Other innovative inst. 
 E Notable array of activities. 

methods 

C As~P-ssment methods 
 Portfolio concept laudable. A 
:Jnd 0::Jt3 
1 SttJdent Learning 

Outcomes 

a) Methods used at 

course level 

b) Student course 
 A 

outcome data 

c) Program 
 A 

outcome data 

2 Instructional methods 
 Rationale for the process can be commended. Committee had some 
a) Peer review of 
A 
concern that the rigidity could be problematic for some probationary 
_p!ans and activities faculty 'Nh'J miaht be excellent faculty members. but not a "good fit." 
b) Incorporating A 
research into 

instruction 

c) Student input on 
 The mech<mism for how this information is used, is unclear. 
instructional 
processes 
A­
• NOTE: E - Exceptional A -Adequate M - Minimal I - Incomplete NA- Not Applicable 
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3 Instructors 
a) Colleague eval. 
procedures 
A 
b) Student eval. of 
instructors 
A 
4. Program 
a) Internal Review 
Process 
A The Committee recommends that the department consider a more 
explicitly structured process. 
b) Accreditation rv1 The PRAIC Committee recommends that the Department not wait so 
lonQ for their initial external review. 
c) Alumni 
evaluation 
rv1 The PRAIC Committee recommends development of an alumni 
evaluation and critique program . 
d) Evaluation by 
profession and 
advisory board 
rv1 The PRAIC Committee recommends increased connection with CLA 
Advisory Board or other professional organization such as the EMLA 
e) Comparison with 
similar programs 
A 
f) Intended program 
changes 
A 
g) Internal planning 
and assessment 
A 
Ill STUDENT 
CHARACTERISTICS 
A Awilrds and Honors 
A Department noted that official awards and honors records have been 
only kept for a short time . 
8 Pl8cement rv1 The PRAIC recommends development of an improved alumni tracking 
system. 
c Diversity A 
IV. PROGRAM 
ADMINISTRATION 
A. FRr,ulty_ ScholarshiQ_ 
A 
B Pr·o f. Development 
Expectation s 
E Clear and specific, and aids newly hired TT faculty 
c Non-faculty staff 
involvement 
na 
D Resou rces 
1 Personne l 
A The PRAIC Committee notes higt1ly active core. 
2 Fiscal Allocation A Ho•N does the large amount of release time for BWS/ILE impact the 
ability of the Department to offer its program? 
3, F3cilities rv1 The PRAIC Committee recommends upgrade of lecture facilities in 
CLA. 
E Admissions criteria 
1 Admissions profile 
A 
2 Success of criteria 
F. Arplic<mt pool 
1 Recruitment 
2 Program Capacity 
E 
A 
A 
Dep<Jrtment provided defin iti on and sources of evidence of student 
success. 
2 
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G. Applicants/ accomm./ 
enrolled 
V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
B. SCU generated 
A 
A 
A 
C. Retention/graduation A 
VI. FUTURE PLANS A 
3 
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RECREATION ADMINISTRATION 
PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 
1996-1997 
ITEM RATING* COMMENTS 
I. MISSIOt'-J E Good job 
A. Mission Statement 

B Distinguishing features 
 A Well documented but some are quite generic. 
of mission 
II. INSTRUCTIONAL A Lacks prioritization, carefully identified, but prioritize; "understand" is 
ISSUES too general. 

A Educational Goals 

1. Intended student 

outcomes 

2. Outline program A Well presented- explain interdisciplinary activities (i.e. projects, 
content and skill connections to other departments). 

coverage 

3. Co-curricular A Good to have community centered activities: curriculum and 
programs or assessment links are not addressed. 

activities 

4. Special educational A Adequate, many departments do the same; "Mandatory" meeting has 
services: merit; two year plan is good. 

a) entering students 

b) assistance for at­ 1'-Jewly-implemented advising process and form for students on 
risk students 
A 
Academic Probation is good. 

c) Individualized 
 A Categorization would be more informative , rather than history 

opportunities: 

B Instructional Design 
 Qu{]ntity good, but most are not very innovative. Provide rationale 
and Methods 
A 
and intended effects for the most significant innovations. 
1. Innovative methods 
2. Other innovative inst. A- Not very innovative. 

methods 

C. Assessment methods Additional information about how these are employed or used would 
nnrl Datn 
A 
be helpful. 
1 Student Learning 

Outcomes 

n) Methods used at 

course level 

b) Student course 
 What are the "tools" and "instruments" for obtaining data? What 
outcome data 
A 
evidence do they provide? 

c) Program 
 Methods for evaluating internships are well described. 
outcome data 
A 
2. Instructional methods What is the format for the CAGR Professional Development Plan? 
a) Peer review of 
A 
There could be more information specific information unique to your 
plans and activities pr~gram. 
b) Incorporating A 1'-Jo clear sense of curriculum significance 

research into 

instruction 

c) Student input on 
 "Mandatory" meeting for all students is commendable. 
instructional 
processes 
A 
*NOTE: E- Exceptional A - Adequate M - Minimal I - Incomplete NA- Not Applicable 
1 
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3 Instructors A Please provide the form for part-time faculty . 
a) Colleague eval. 
procedures 
b) Student eval _of A 
instructors 
4 Program A The survey instrument for the juniors and seniors could be improved 
a) Internal Review and extended to II.C.2 .c. 
Process 
b) Accreditation A 
c) Alumni A- A broader alumni survey would be useful. 
evaluation 
rJ) Evaluation by A 
profession and 
advisory board 
e) Comparison with A The comparison with other programs is implied. More specific 
similar programs information would be helpful. 
-
f) Intended program A 
changes 
g) Internal planning A- Program review seems reactionary- lack of specificity in terms of 
and assessment particular intended student outcomes. 
Ill . STUDENT A- Suggest creating a database. 
CHARACTERISTICS 
A Aw<Jrds and Honors 
B. Placement A- Incomplete. 
C. Diversity A New process for advising students on academic Probation has been 
implemented. 
IV. PROGRAM E Good detail. 
ADMII'JISTRATION 
A Faculty Scholarship 
B Prof. Development A Well developed. 
Expectations 
c ~·Jon- faculty staff N/A 
involvement 
D Resources A It is recommended that the number of faculty be increased ; good 
1 Personnel gr<Jnts record . 
2 F1sc<JI Allocation A 
3 Facil ities A 
E. Admi::;sions criteria A 
1. Admi ssions profile 
2 Success of criteria M No empirical data and no plan to obtain the data. 
F. fl.ppli ca nt pool A Good range of methods! Is there evidence of success? 
1. Recruitment 
2 Program Capacity A 
G Appli cants/ accomrn./ A 
enrolled 
V . li'JSTITUTIONAL A 
STATISTICS 
A Fall quarter Student 
load 
6 SCU generated A 
C Retention/graduation A 
VI f= U; URE PLANS A Good plan, well ttwugt1t ou t. 
2 
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SOCIAL SCIENCES 

PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 

1996-1997 
ITEM RATING* I 	 COMMENTS 
I. MISSION A- No discussion of service mission . 
A.. Mission Statement 
B. Distinguishing features A Pacific Rim emphasis is noted. 
of mission 
II . I~JSTRUCTIONAL A- Too general. No discussion of (observable) outcomes. 
ISSUES 
A. Educational Goals 
1. 	Intended student 

outcomes 

2. Outline program A- No rationale given for organization of curriculum. 
content and skill 

coverage 

3. Co-curricular A Internship is good. 
programs or 

activities 

4. Special educational A 
services: 

a) entering students 

b) assistance for at-
 M Academic probation seems too late to identify at-risk students. 
risk students 
c) Individualized A 
opportunities: 

8 lnstruction31 Design 
 M Pacific Rim emphasis is not an innovative instructional method. 
and Methods 
1. lnno';ative methods 
2. Other innovative inst. No response given. 

methods 

c Asse ssment methods 

M 
M Arc there any methods within the individual disciplines to assess 
:Jnd Dat;:J nchievement of course objectives? 
1 Student Learning 

Outcomes 

a) Methods used at 

course level 

b) Student course 
 M No response . 

outcome data 

c) Program 
 M No response . 

outcome data 

2 Instructional methods 
 OK for post-tenure review. 

a) Peer review of 

plans and activities 

b) Incorporating 

A 
A 

research into 

instruction 

c) Student input on 
 The form used is of very limited value . A new form will be adapted 
instructional 
A 
from Political Science. 
processes 
L.:EoTE: E- Exceptional A- Adequate M - Minimal I - Incomplete NA- Not Applicable 
1 
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3 Instructors M The form used is of very limited value . 
a) Colleague eval. 
procedures 
b) Student eval . of M The form used is of very limited value . 
instructors 
4. Program M The process is not systematic What are the criteria? 
a) Internal Review 
Process 
b) Accreditation M Are there accrediting bodies for any of the individual programs in the 
department. equivalent to the Geogra_Qtly review attached? 
c) Alumni M Progress is needed in this area. 
evaluation 
d) Evaluation by M Need better input from the professions. 
profession and 
advisory board 
e) Comparison with A- It would be informative to make comparisons at the individual 
similar programs discipline level within the department. 
f) Intended program A 
changes 
g) Internal planning M No detail given. 
and assessment 
Ill STUDENT M Very small sample . 
CHARACTERISTICS 
A Aw::1rds and Honors 
8 Placement M Better alumni tracking would be valuable. 
c Diversity A 
IV. PROGRAM A- No specific criteria provided. A definition tailored to the department 
ADMINISTRATION strengths and Mission might help focus faculty professional 
A. Faculty_ ScholarshiQ_ development. 
B. Prof. Development M No measurable standard. The response equates professional 
Expectation s development with published research . Professional development 
standards should reflect the department value system 
C. ['Jon-faculty staff A No involvement. 
involvement 
D. Resources A 
1 Personnel 
2. Fiscal Allocation M If there truly are no resources available for allocation , then the 
department should try to develop alumni support, and other sources of 
funds to support department activities . 
3 Facilities A-
E. ,<\ dmissions criteria A 'IVhat is the rationale for the 2:1 freshman-transfer ratio? 
1. Admissions profile 
2. Success of criteria M Is there any evidence that the (department/college) admissions crit eri<~ 
are valid? How is success defined? 
F. Applicant pool A Pro-diversity statement in material sent to high schools is a positive 
1 Recruitment action . 
2. ProgrJm Capacity A- Is growth in number of m<1jors at the expense of service courses? 
2 
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G. Applicants/ accomm./ 
enrolled 
V. INSTITUTIONAL 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
B. SCU generated 
A-
A 
A 
Students enrolled do not have particularly impressive SAT's or GPA's 
Are efforts made to target specific applicants to encourage the best 
qualified to enroll? 
·-
C. Retention/graduation A 
VI. FUTURE PLANS A The Pacific Rim concentration appears to be a new discipline, rather 
than a unifying theme in all the department's discipl ines. Are there 
plans to modify the department's other programs? Would a tenure­
tra ck facurty hiring plan which focused on overall department needs 
(reflecting a unified department vision)have been more successful? 
3 
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SPEECH COMMUNICATIONS 
PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT 
1996-1997 
ITEM RATING• COMMENTS 
I. MISSION 
A . Mission Statement 
A 
B. Distinguishing features 
of mission 
A The specific details provided are very informative, but refer more 
directly to the actual program rather the program's mission . 
II . INSTRUCTIONAL 
ISSUES 
A. Educational Goals 
1 Intended student 
outcomes 
A Educational goals are appropriate for the Department. 
2 Outline program 
content and skill 
coverage 
E Chronology through the major appears logical and appropriate. 
3 Co-curricular 
programs or 
activities 
A Debate and Storytelling activities are noted as having potential for 
embodying desired program outcomes. 
4. Special educational 
services: 
Cl) entering students 
A Traditional and minimal. 
b) assistance for at­
risk students 
A- The contact and tutorina seems to be too little, too late. 
c) Individualized 
opportunities : 
A- Unclear what percentage of students participate in the listed activities? 
B. lnstn1ctional Design 
and Methods 
1 Innovative methods 
A+ 
2 Other innovative inst. 
methods 
A Criteria for the weekly reports while on internship are commendable . 
C. Assessment methods 
Rnrl De1ta 
1. Student Learning 
Outcomes 
a) Methods used at 
course level 
A Assessment of the above innovative methods should be undertaken . 
h) Student course 
outcome data 
M Available information, even if "speculative," would be useful. 
c) Program 
outcome data 
M The Department should develop the tools to be able to respond to this 
topic. 
2. Instructional methods 
a) Peer review of 
rlans and activities 
A- The PRAIC was unable to determine rigor of the review process 
b) Incorporating 
research into 
instruction 
A Excellent examples provided. 
• NOTE : E- Exceptional A - Adequate M - M inimal I- Incomple te NA- Not Applicable 
1 
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c) Student input on E The use of individualized faculty instruments is laudable. Details would 
instructional be helpful. 
processes 
3 Instructors A 
a) Colleague eva!. 
procedures 
b) Student eva\. of A Summary statistical information would be useful. 
instructors 
4. Program M The PRAIC recommends development of Departmental Committee 
a) Internal Review and process for this purpose . 
Process 
b) Accreditation M Even if there is no separate accreditation available for this Department, 
the PRAIC recommends that the Department pursue a regular external 
review program. 
c) Alumni M The interactive Website is a promising means of contacting alumni. 
evaluation 
d) Evaluation by M As stated above, the PRAIC recommends that the Department pursue 
profession and a regular external review program. The PRAIC also recommends 
advisory board increased connection with CLA Advisory Board or other professional 
organization . 
e) Comparison with A 
similar_Qro_g_rams 
f) Intended program A The PRAIC suggests consideration of other issues, e. g., increasing the 
changes breadth of support courses, consistent with a Polyt_echnic university? 
g) Internal planning M The PRAIC agrees with the Department in noting a deficiency in this 
and assessment area . 
Ill STUDENT M The relevant information is not recorded . 
CHARACTERISTICS 
A. Awards and Honors 
8 Placement M Career Services can provide limited information. The PRAIC 
Committee recommends development of an improved alumni tracking 
system. 
C Diversity A 
-­
-----­ -IV PROGRAM E 
ADMI~JISTRATION 
A Faculty Scholarship 
B Prof. Development A The distinction in expectations for tenured and tenure-track faculty is 
Expectations not clear. 
C. Non-faculty staff na 
involvement 
D. Resources A+ The PRAIC notes significant activity across the department 
1 Personnel 
2 Fiscal Allocation A An improved alumni tracking system might improve discretionary 
funding 
3 Facilities M PRAIC Committee recommends upgrade of lecture facilities in CLA 
E. Admissions criteria A Does your (CLA) MCA include specifically the topics listed in the 
1. Admissions profile report? 
2. Success of criteria M The PRAIC lauds the success in terms of graduation rate. Can the 
aspects of the MCA U1at contribute to the graduation rate be 
determined? 
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F. Applicant pool A Applicant pool appears strong . The PRAIC would encourage there­
1. Recruitment establishment of the high school debate tournament. Appears to be an 
excellent recruitment tool and an appropriate co-curricular activity for 
majors in this field. 
2. Program Capacity A 
G. Applicants/ accomm./ A The Department appears to be effective in maintaining a high show 
enrolled rate. 
V. INSTITUTIONAL A 
STATISTICS 
A. Fall quarter Student 
load 
B. SCU generated A 
C. Retention/graduation A+ While data is limited, it does appear the students can progress readily 
through the major. 
VI. FUTURE PLANS A The PRAIC acknowledges the progress towards some of the goals set 
in 1991. The Department provided a reasonable set of goals for the 
next cycle. However, the PRAIC would hope that a resolution of the 
apparent conflict in the Department would be the highest priority. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Members of the Academic Senate DATE: 15 Nov 1997 
Cal Poly State University 
FROM: Dr. Richard J. Krejsa
Professor Emeritus 
~ 
Biological Sciences Dept. 
SUBJECT: Cal Poly Sports Complex "Mitigation" Measures 
Honorable Senators: [I cannot attend your meeting on Tuesday and in my stead I have asked 
Dr. Richard Kranzdorf to read the following statement] 
I will try to speak briefly, but bluntly, about relevant campus history. I speak out 
now because some of my former colleagues, for whatever reason(s), have not so spoken. 
I wish to advise you that most of the mitigations proposed by the so-called 
"Preliminary Biological Sludy" (PBS) of the Biology Advisory Committee (BAC) have needed 
doing for many years and, while necessary, should not be considered as quid pro quo mitigations 
for unavoidable environmental impacts caused by the proposed Sports Complex. Furthermore, 
without significant changes in campus policy regarding sustainable utilization of campus natural 
resources, all funds expended for such mitigations will likely be wasted. 
In 1969, when I first began teaching fisheries biology classes here, I utilized every 
campus reservoir as a field laboratory for students. From 1970-73, we used Sheppard Reservoir 
for cage culture of channel catfish (the first such experiments on the West Coast). Prof. Lloyd 
Lamouria also used the reservoirs for testing new mariculture apparatuses built by his ag 
engineering classes. Drs. Johnson, Gambs, and others have used these reservoirs for years as 
birding areas. Thus, a "preliminary study" is not needed to tell us that, if suggested mitigations, 
are done, "it will provide quality outdoor laboratories, a better learning environment for all 
students, and a wildlife area that will support a diversity of species•.." [p. 6, Conclusion: PBS, 
BAC]. These amenities already exist and the proposed project will jeopardize their current status. 
Furthermore, the "preliminary study" promises that, if initiated, these mitigation 
measures "could make the campus a showplace" or "could serve as a model campus for 
agriculturally, biologically, and environmentally sound land-use practices (emphasis 
mine)." That it does not now serve such purpose is obvious*. Since 1980, I began taking field 
trips around campus to show students how not to do things when they leave Cal Poly! 
In Winter, '94, student teams in my freshwater fisheries class documented and 
photographed abuses* to campus wetlands, locating them on maps from which GIS infomlation 
could be gathered. They dedicated a lab period, showed their slides, explained problems and 
solutions. President Warren Baker was invited and he brought Frank Lebens with him for the 
entire 3-hr. session. The students thought they ha1d made an impression on the Administration. 
Indeed, actions regarding overdue policy changes were promised to the students in my presence. 
Those trusting students are long gone, however, and, since my retirement, there's 
been little "pressure" to do the things necessary to restore, enhance, and protect these wetlands. 
Many measures should have been taken already. That some few of them are now 
being advocated by the BAC as Sports Complex mitigations is a real stretch. That Administration 
might be willing to "agree" to do these few tokens is not only a sad commentary on campus 
.:ate of California 
Memorandum 
To: Cal Poly FacuHy ~Date: Oct. 20, 1997 
From: Anny Morrobei-Sosa, Chair, Academic Sena File: 

Thomas L. Zuur, Registrjl •0 

I /1 r Copies: P. Zingg 

F.Lebens 

Subject: J. Gonzalez 
CHANGE OF GRADE POLICY H. Greenwald 
E. Kennedy 
Background 
Academic Senate Resolution AS-384-92 (April1992) established a seven-week deadline for all grade changes (one-year 
deadline with approval). In the spring of 1995 Resolution AS-439-95 established a faculty committee to review all grade 
changes that exceeded the one-year limit. That committee received and made recommendations on such grade changes 
from June 1995 through December 1996. Last spring the Academic Senat_e passed Resolution AS-477-97, 
RESOLUTION ON CHANGE OF GRADES and it was approved by President Baker in late April. This policy requires re­
1rollment when the one-year deadline has been exceeded. A copy of the Resolution is attached. 
In an attempt to provide consistent and fair guidelines for all students, this Resolution addresses grades of I and SP that 
have exceeded the one-year deadline and have converted to a grade of F. In these cases, the student must repeat the 
course. A student not eligible for enrollment should be advised to either reapply and re-enroll through regular admission 
or re-enroll through Extended Education. 
Students should be informed of this university policy before they are allowed to do additional work to complete the course. 
This will come as a surprise to many students, as previous grade change deadlines have not been uniformly enforced 
throughout the campus. 
In cases where a documented administrative or university error has occurred, the grade change will be processed when 
the grade change form is provided with appropriate documentation. 
This Resolution is effective with grade change forms received this Fall term and forward. Grade changes exceeding the 
deadline will not be processed and will be returned to you. 
Attachment 
ACADEMIC SENATE 
OF 
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 
San Luis Obispo, CA 
AS­ -97/ 
RESOLUTION ON SPORTS COMPLEX 
WHEREAS, The Academic Senate recognizes the need for new sports facilities at Cal Poly, 
including playing and practice fields and a baseball stadium; and 
WHEREAS The Introduction to the "Campus Master Plan" document dated 4/28/92 states that 
"At a fundamental level the primary function of the physical environment of the 
campus is the [sic] support and enhance the instructional and scholarly agendas of 
the university," and 
WHEREAS, The plan for the Cal Poly Sports complex in its present configuration fails to 
provide adequate buffers to protect wetlands that serve as habitats for 33 
documented species of wild waterfowl; and 
WHEREAS, The present configuration will cause unnecessary adverse impacts to critical 
Biology department fish and wildlife teaching resources as specified in a letter to the 
administration signed by 27 out of 30 Biology department faculty on March 7, 1997 
and reaffirmed in the "Preliminary Biological Study of Impacts of Cal Poly Sports 
Complex" of October 29, 1997; and 
WHEREAS, The March letter from the Biology Faculty recommends 200 yards minimum buffer 
from Shephard reservoir and 100 yards minimum buffer from Smith reservoir; and 
WHEREAS, San Luis Obispo County ordinances require at least a 50 foot buffer between any 
development and a wetland; and 
WHEREAS, The present configuration of the Cal Poly Sports Complex plan places a road within 
25 feet, a parking lot within 40 feet, and a softball stadium within 75 feet of Smith 
Reservoir wetland; and 
WHEREAS, Neither parking lot nor access road are necessary for the utilization of the sports 
complex facilities; and 
WHEREAS, The present configuration provides for open space now designated as a picnic area 
that could accommodate a shift of location of the softball field away from smith 
reservoir; and 
WHEREAS, A University educating students in Natural Resource Management, Regional 
Planning, Landscape Architecture, Agriculture and Biology should maintain a 
higher and not a lower standard of environmental responsibility than other 
developers; and 
WHEREAS, 	 Members of the University community have made known their concerns about 
adequate wetland buffers and have made suggestions for alternative configurations 
since the beginning of the EIR process; therefore be it 
RESOLVED, 	 That the Academic Senate demand that the Administration instruct the designers of 
the Sports Complex to shift the location of the softball stadium and to either 
eliminate or move the parking lot and access road so as to provide at least 100 yards 
buffer from Smith and Shephard reservoirs; and be it further 
RESOLVED, 	 That the Academic Senate commend the Biology Advisory Committee for their 
preliminary report and that the University commit itself to following all of the 
Committee's recommendations for mitigating past, present and future 
environmental damage resulting from University activities; and be it further 
RESOLVED, 	 That the Biology Advisory Committee monitor the progress of the environmental 
mitigations they recommend and issue periodic reports to the Academic Senate and 
Cal Poly community. 
Proposed by: Stephen Marx and Richard Kranzdorf 
Date: October 27, 1997 
Revised: November 7, 1997 
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California Polytechnic State University 

San Luis Obispo, CA 93407 

Biological Sciences Department 

(805) 756-2788 ·Fax (805) 756-1419 
Dr. Barry Munitz, Chancellor March 7, 1997 
California State University System 
400 Golden Shore, Suite 324 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
Subject: 	 Biological Sciences Department's Comments on Significant Deficiencies in the Final 
EIR (FEIR) for Cal Poly Sports Complex 
Dear Dr. Munitz : 
By majority · con cnsus or the faculty, the Biological Sciences De panm nt is providing you with 
thi s comment let ter expre s ing our concerns ab ut 4 significant deficiencies in the subject F ·m. 
that will cause unnecessary adverse impacts to campu fish and wiltllife fieltl teaching resources. 
We a lso request th at th e Biology D e partment he a ll owed to participate in correcting these 
deficiencies pri or to project approval. 
1. The FEIR fails to admit a significnnt nclvcrse impact on 3::1 species of wild waterrnwl verified hy 
Biology Department faculty as inhabiting Sheppard anti Smith reservoirs adjacent to the project. 
These waterfowl and many other bird and other vertebrate species that use our reservoir 
habitats are critical departmental in s tnl <! ti OH<tl ficlu teaching resources. Human activities 
associated with sports facilities in !iliCh clo.se f' roximity to Lhesc reservoirs will permanently 
frighkn away many of these spe.t:ics, especia ll y the 17 wiltl migratory duck and goose species. The 
)EIR listed only 6 water bird species, and in sritc or our departmental documentation of 33 species 
of waterfowl, now listed in the FErR, the FEIR faih to recognize any siguificant adverse impact. 
The FEIR redesign, that eliminated oue of the 4 northerly playing fields and repositioned 
the other three to miss wetland seeps, is iuadequate to avoid the loss of many of these wild 
waterfowl species from the adjacent reservoirs. Ir these water birds are to continue using the 
reservoirs, a minimal buffer of 200 yards should be supplied from the larger ami more exposed 
Sheppard Reservoir and 100 yards from the more sheltered Smith Reservoir. 
Though many of the project features, as the baseball stadium and the 8 southerly ·.playing 
fields, arc far enough away from the reservoirs, the three repositioned northerly playing fields, 
the softball stadium, and their Parking Lot A, all shown in the FEIR, are still too close to these 
critical reservoir habitats. The Biology Department requests that it he consulted in analysing 
other possible design locations nearby, or in fairly mitigating the loss of waterfowl habitat. and 
teaching resources dependent upon it with replacement habitat. 
2. The FEIR admits slgnjficnnl loss of 24 anes of criti cal valley fora~.i.I.H;! hnbi!aL and recommeuds 
you approve a Statement of Overriding Considerations rather than provide feasible mitigation. 
The FEIR in correct ly s tates that the ouly mitigation for this significant impact would he no 
project. One common EIR miligalion practice is to set aside comparable offsite hahitat that would 
otherwise be in harms way or future d e ve lopme nt. This offsetting mitigation could easily he 
accomplished on campus anti n~ed · furth e r <''isessment. by a task force (proposed below) . 
. The FEIR admits the existence of a toxic projert drainage hasin hut contenus it will not be a 
Jblem to wildlife because of its design and eventual attenuation of toxicity hy plants. However . 
the FEIR offers no design features which demonstrate that wildlife will not be attracted to or 
The Cahrornil Sutc: Unh·coiry. f),L.·r~lldJ. ChJnnd f,]JnJ,. ch,,·,,. (),qni:l:.:lh': Hdl •. fl~·nu. Fulkrr.on. H.I\\\.H.I I Huml•pf.lt. l\11\;! AC' ..&...b. L••• :\n.,:d••. ~IJrlllllll.' A..:.dt:CU\'. 
~1.11\h'fo..'\ B.a~·' t-\,•rrhii.L.:.:. l'·•llhii\.J. S.idJIHC'I\{u. s.. n t\,·riiH.IIIlol. s,n Pic~·'. 5JI\ Fr.•n..:l·..:·'. '3o~n J...... . ~Jn lu·~ CH•I.•r•'. S.lll ~LH"''. s.lll\ 1 111.1 • St.llllli.IUl 
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prevented from drinking the toxic water or eating wetland plants before attenuation occurs. 
Biology faculty and other specialists need to be consulted regarding this problem. 
4. The FEIR analysis of curnu latjve impacts of the project is inadeQuate. There are many Phase II 
l)roject facilities that will clearly have significant or cumulatively significant adverse impacts to 
.:ampus agricultural and biological teaching resources . 
For example, the proposed future football stadium and associated facilities would displace 6 
of the playing fields of the FEIR. Moving these 6 fields would have adverse impacts on more 
critical campus valley foraging habitat or other campus natural resources. These are not 
addressed in the FEIR. 
Impacts by these Phase II facililie (and others also shown in the March 1996 Heery Sports 
Faci liti es Master Plan, which is part of the EIR by reference) on Brizziolari Creek are also not 
discussed in the FEIR. Although it is campus policy to restore this creek to natural habitat 
conditions, the FEIR does not discuss any adverse impacts associated with a huge parking lot 
proposed nearly atop the Creek, clo er than the proposed parking lot is shown in the 1993 Campus 
Master Plan included in the FEIR (Attachmen t 2 of letter 26), and proposeJ Creek trails and bridges 
also listed in the Beery Pl a n. 
The Biology Department requests that the FEIR be modified to ensure adequate mitigations 
or alternatives for these and other future project impacts not discussed or inadequately treated in 
the FEIR. 
The undersigned Biological Sciences Department faculty request that you temporarily delay, 
beyond your March 18-19 Board of Trustees meeting, a final decision on the subject project and 
FEIR until a special Cal Poly task force, including members of our Department, can convene enrly 
this spring quarter to address and correct the significant FEIR deficiencies discussed above. 
'hank you for your consideration of this request. . ><I. ~lf7}J: /!?-~?~ 
lJ~(i~,l."~ 
·~~·!(zr~f3h_ 'L;r : 
']:::),~~~~~ 
Cc: 
PRELIMINARY BIOLOGICAL STUDY OF THE IMPACTS 

OF THE 

CAL POLY SPORTS COMPLEX 

Prepared by: 

BIOLOGY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
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Chair, Biological Sciences Department 
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James Vikitis 
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Neil Havlik 

Natural Resource Manager, City of San Luis Obispo 
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2 Preliminary Biological Study of Impacts of Cal Poly Sports Complex 
INTRODUCTION 
The Biology Advisory Committee, Neil Havlik (Natural Resource Manager), and James Vilkitis 
(NRM) have made several visits to the site of the proposed Sports Complex and the associated 
wetlands. During these site visits, a brief biological survey and evaluation of the wetlands near 
the project site was conducted and the associated wetland habitats off-site in the watershed 
above (north of) the site were examined. A list of common plant species found in identifiable 
condition was prepared (Table 1); however, this is far from a complete species list because 
most herbaceous plants were not in identifiable condition during our October 1997 survey. 
Results indicate that the Cal Poly Sports Complex will have impacts on the wildlife that 
currently use the project site and adjacent wetlands including some species of special concern, 
such as the western pond turtle and steelhead trout. To mitigate project impacts, we recommend 
a combination of on-site and off-site mitigation measures and surveyed several off-site areas that 
could be used for mitigation. During these surveys, we noted a number of disturbances that are 
impacting Shepard and Smith Reservoirs and other wetlands on campus. These disturbances 
and impacts are a result of a combination of historic and present~day land use practices and 
activities not associated with the sports complex project. We believe the impacts of the sports 
complex on the biological resources and wetlands can be mitigated by implementing the on-site 
and off-site measures and plans recommended in this report. We also believe these mitigation 
measures will have a positive impact on the campus as a whole, could make the campus a 
showplace for environmentally sound land-use practices, and provide a better educational 
environment for all Cal Poly students. 
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This report presents the committee's preliminary findings and recommendations. More detailed 
biological inventories and environmental assessments of the on-site and off-site areas will have 
to be conducted before specific evaluations of impacts and mitigations can be finalized. 
Development of the Cal Poly Sports Complex is expected to increase the amount of human 
activity along Brizziolari Creek, around Shepard and Smith Reservoirs, and in the riparian 
woodland along the creeks and reservoirs. Impacts of this activity increase will come in several 
forms. Auto and foot traffic will increase along an access road that is about 40 feet from the 
edge of the Smith Reservoir riparian woodland, resulting in noise increase, artificial lighting, 
potential of roadkills of wildlife, and other impacts to wildlife currently using the area. Baseball 
fields are located within 40 feet of the riparian woodland along Brizziolari Creek. Proposed 
lighting around the fields will discourage wildlife use of wetland habitats during the night, 
potentially reducing the wildlife diversity and numbers. Crowd noise and human movements 
are likely to disturb animals such as nesting or roosting birds, etc. These impacts will result in 
local unavoidable losses of some wildlife species, including the resident and migratory 
watetfowl and the shorebirds that currently use Shepard and Smith Reservoirs. The project 
could also result in degradation of the wetlands and produce adverse impacts to listed, sensitive 
wildlife species including the western pond turtle and steelhead trout. Western pond turtles have 
been regularly observed by Biological Sciences faculty and staff at Shepard Reservoir and 
steelhead trout have been seen in Stenner and Brizziolari Creeks. Red-legged frogs have used 
aquatic habitats on campus and likely use the streams. 
3 Preliminary Biological Study of Impacts of Cal Poly Sports Complex 
It was difficult for the committee to measure exact distances of the softball and baseball field 
from the riparian woodland of Brizziolari Creek and the Parking Access Road from Smith 
Reservoir. Prior to contruction, we suggest the exact locations be staked in the field for our 
examination. We will work with the developer and the University to provide a larger buffer 
zone with a goal of providing a minimal buffer zone of 50 feet. We also recommend ''friendly" 
fencing along the soccer fields and road that will discourage human use of the wetland areas but 
allow terrestrial wildlife, including western pond turtles, access to the wetlands. In addition, a 
revegetation, restoration, and enhancement plan should be prepared for Brizziolari Creek and for 
the reservoirs. The plan for Brizziolari Creek will enhance and restore the native riparian 
corridor along the creek providing needed shelter and shade for the creek channel. In addition, 
we recommend a high berm be built between the field and the creek to help buffer Brizziolari 
Creek from the baseball fields. The top and creekside of the berm should also be planted with 
native riparian vegetation. 
The revegetation, restoration, and enhancement plan for the reservoirs will include a corridor of 
riparian woodland and oak woodland that will connect Shepard and Smith Reservoirs along the 
sides of the proposed playing fields, parking lot, and parking access road. This woodland 
corridor should also extend from the western end of center playing field where the willow 
thicket is located to the western end of Shepard Reservoir. A second corridor of riparian 
woodland should be established that extends from the western side of Shepard Reservoir, along 
the berm up to the overflow spillway on the southeastern side of Shepard. It should then 
continue along both sides of the overflow drainage channel and connect to the riparian woodland 
along Smith Reservoir. (Figure 1 shows a rough schematic of the proposed revegetation area.) 
We believe this will help buffer the wetlands from the effects of the road traffic, lights, and 
activity on the playing fields. However, we still expect to lose some of the migratory waterfowl 
that use the reservoirs. 
Planting these corridors of native woodlands will provide some visual and acoustic buffering at 
ground level; however such plantings will not provide aerial buffering nor will they produce 
additional freshwater marsh and open water habitat. Additional off-site mitigation for wildlife 
losses at Shepard and Smith reservoirs will be needed to off-set the impacts of the project. The 
most obvious and appropriate forms for such off-site mitigation should be directed at restoring, 
enhancing, and protecting the other wetlands in the watershed including riparian woodlands, 
freshwater marshes, and open water habitats found along the creeks and reservoirs. 
FRESHWATER MARsHANP OffiN WATF.R HABITAT MmGATION PlAN 
A restoration, enhancement, and protection plan should be prepared for the complex of wetlands 
in the watershed above (north of) Shepard and S:mith Reservoirs to off-set the loss of these 
habitats to wildlife near the project site. This plan should also include the creation and/or 
expansion of freshwater marsh and open water habitats on campus. Several ravines and gullies 
leading to Shepard reservoir could potentially bf: used, but the size of the impoundment would 
likely be quite small. Better sites probably exist iln the upper reaches of Brizziolari Creek or 
Horse Canyon. 
Indonesian Reservoir appears to be the reservoir with the fewest competing uses and most 
biological potential at the present time. Increasing both the depth and the surface area of the 
reservoir combined with a water management plan that provides constant water level would 
provide additional wetland habitats for wildlife. An island or peninsula would increase the 
extent of freshwater marsh along the shoreline and provide cover for some wildlife species. A 
constant water level will also increase the areas of freshwater marsh habitat around the 
shoreline. 
4 Preliminary Biological Study of Impacts of Cal Poly Sports Complex 
RIPARIAN HABITAT MmGATION PIAN 
There are numerous instances of serious disturbances to wetlands and erosion problems created 
by human activities and land-use practices in the watersheds of Smith and Shepard Reservoirs 
as well as other creeks and reservoirs on campus. For example, Smith Reservoir has a 
significant amount of sediment that has recently been deposited in the creek channel and 
reservoir as a result of disturbances along the banks and around the horse unit. Many other 
similar disturbances, present and historic, were noted in the wetlands on campus. Many of 
these impacts can be alleviated with proper remedial measures that should be addressed in a 
more detailed study. 
A riparian woodland restoration, revegetation, and protection plan should be prepared for 
Shepard, Smith, Indonesian, and Drum Reservoirs, and for the system of creeks and wetlands 
in the watersheds of these reservoirs. This plan must address controlling erosion into 
waterways, restoring native plant cover, protecting the waterways from domestic animal use, 
enhancing water distribution among reservoirs, and monitoring water quality. The plan should 
result in a mosaic of freshwater marshes and riparian woodlands to off-set the loss of these 
habitats near the project site. 
WATIR 0uAUIY AND AVA1LABIT.ITY MITIGATION PlAN 
The availability and quality of surface water on the campus may be the most significant long 
term biological impact this project (and other projects) could have on wetland habitats on the Cal 
Poly campus. Shortfalls in supply would immediately impact existing wetland habitats 
including the reservoirs, freshwater marshes, and riparian woodlands on campus. Soil erosion, 
sedimentation, and concentration of nutrients and/or toxic substances in these wetland habitats 
could have serious impacts through the gradual processes of toxic degradation, diminished 
biodiversity, and accelerated eutrophication. Water quality and availability have already been 
substantially altered in many wetlands on campus. This has had and will continue to have an 
impact on the species using these wetlands. Most notably, the two main campus streams, 
Brizziolari and Stenner Creeks, are within the known spawning range of Steelhead Trout (now 
designated as a Threatened Species along the San Luis Obispo County coast). Impacts to these 
streams must be mitigated to protect the habitat of this threaten species and other sensitive 
species using these creeks. 
In addition to the Brizziolari and Stenner Creeks, other small creeks in the watershed above 
Shepard and Smith Reservoirs are of concern. Serious soil erosion has resulted in large amount 
of sediments transported into the creeks and reservoirs. These problems are a result of past and 
present land use practices and continue to be of serious concern. Impacts to these wetlands 
must also be mitigated to off-set the impacts of the sports complex on Shepard and Smith 
Reservoirs. 
There could be changes in both the quantity and quality of water distributed to the sports 
complex as well as Shepard, Smith, Drum, Indonesian, and other reservoirs once the project is 
developed. To monitor these potential impacts, an overall water management plan for the 
campus should be developed that assures both adequate water levels and adequate water quality 
in the reservoirs. 
Wetland restoration efforts along Brizziolari and Stenner Creeks should emphasize improvement 
of the aquatic habitat for aquatic species. Restoration should attempt to enhance flow rate, 
eliminate seasonal fluctuations in flow, and enhance water quality (physical, chemical, and 
biological) so that Steelhead eggs and young, as well as their food sources, have optimal growth 
and development conditions. Increasing the shade along open stretches of the streams clearly 
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would improve thermal conditions of the aquatic habitat but suitable pools, riffles, spawning 
sites, sediment "traps'', and migratory routes to and from the ocean are fundamental 
prerequisites for sustaining viable populations of steelhead. Habitat improvements aimed at 
steelhead trout will also Likely be beneficial to western pond n1rtles and red-legged frogs 
(another threatened species) that potentially utilize these aquatic habitats on the campus. 
DEfENTION BASIN PIAN 
The EIR indicates that the project detention basin will be used to attenuate toxic run-off from the 
site before the run-off enters Brizziolari Creek. These potentially toxic pollutants such as 
petroleum products and pesticides would be harmful to wildlife that might be attracted to the 
basin. We believe the basin should be fenced to keep wildlife from entering and that the water 
carefully monitored to ensure its quality is suitable for release into Brizziolari Creek. 
RARE. THRFATFNED. ENDANGERFD SPECIES MiTIGATION 
We know sensitive wildlife species (e.g., west~:m pond turtle, steelhead trout, red-legged frogs) 
and plant species (e.g. , San Luis Obispo County morning glory) occur on or around the 
wetlands adjacent to the project site. Other sensitive species, such as California legless lizard, 
Pallid bat, Sharp-shinned hawk, Loggerhead shrike, Mertins, and Badgers, are likely to use the 
valley grasslands and pastures for hunting and foraging. Common Y ellowthroat, a bird species 
of concern, occurs and may nest in freshwater marsh and riparian vegetation along the 
reservoirs and creeks near the site. A more detailed biological inventory and environmental 
assessment of the area is needed to know exactly what species use the project site and the 
surrounding areas. A mitigation plan that addresses the protection of the habitat for these 
sensitive species must be developed. 
The project could result in loss of potential breeding habitat for the western pond turtle 
(California Species of Special Concern) which is known to reside in Shepard Reservoirs, and is 
present in other reservoirs, ponds, and streams near the proposed sports complex. Females 
usually lay eggs within 40 meters (120 feet) from water; however nests can be 100 meters (300 
feet) to 200 meters (600 feet) away from the aquatic habitat Nesting sites are usually dug in 
compact, loamy soil with short grass cover on slopes that are less than 60%. Development of 
the sports complex does encroach upon potenti2~ nesting sites of the western pond turtles using 
Smith and Shepard Reservoirs. 
Adequate western pond turtle oviposition sites must be provided around both Shepard and 
Smith reservoirs as well as any other wetlands in which the turtle is found. This measure could 
be expanded to include other ponds supporting the species. 
VAllEY GRASSlAND FORAGING MiTIGATION PIAN 
Although highly disturbed, the project will result in the loss of about 24 acres of valley 
grassland foraging areas. These areas are important foraging and hunting areas for several 
species of wildlife. While loss of these foraging areas is an unavoidable impact of the project, 
we recommend that an equal area (24 acres) of grassland habitat west and north of Shepard 
Reservoir be protected as permanent open space for wildlife. These areas may also have 
agricultural usage such as pasture land. This arc~a is currently open space, and we are unaware 
of any proposals that will conflict with our recommendation. Another partial mitigation 
suggested by Neil Havlik is for Cal Poly to participate in the purchase of 49 acres of railroad 
property with the City of San Luis Obispo. 
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CONCLUSION 
The Cal Poly Sports Complex will result in unavoidable impacts to wildlife and wildlife 
habitats, especially wetlands, on and around the project site. However, by using a combination 
of on-site and off-site mitigation, we believe the impacts can be mitigated. In this report we 
present preliminary findings, recommend some general mitigations, and suggest additional 
studies to be conducted on campus. These additional studies will provide required information 
on biological resources of the campus that will allow us to make more specific evaluations of 
campus impacts. From these data, more specific recommendations and mitigation plans can be 
developed to protect Cal Poly's sensitive biological resources for future generations. This will 
not only result in a more beautiful campus, it will provide quality outdoor laboratories, a better 
learning environment for all students, and a wildlife area that will support a diversity of species 
including several that are currently listed as sensitive species. We believe the Cal Poly campus 
could serve as a model campus for agriculturally, biologically, and environmentally sound land­
use practices and should strive to do so. 
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Table 1. Partial Plant List for Campus Reservoirs 

Near the Cal Poly Sports Complex 

compiled by David J. Keil 

Family Scientific name 
Amaranthaceae Amaranthus albus 
Asteraceae Ambrosia acanthicwpa 
Primulaceae Anagallis aroensis 
Asteraceae Anthemis cotula 
Asteraceae Artemisia calijomica 
Asclepiadaceae Asclepias fasdcularls 
Chenopodiaceae Atriplex sp. 
Poaceae Avena barbata 
Poaceae Auena.jatua 
Asteraceae Baccharis pilularis 
Asteraceae Baccharis salicifolia 
Poaceae Brachypodium distachyon 
Poaceae Bromus catharticus 
Poaceae Bromus hordeaceus 
Convolvulaceae Calystegia subacaulis 
var. episcopalis 
Asteraceae Carduus pycnocephalus 
Asteraceae Centaurea caldtrapa 
Asteraceae Centaurea solstitialis 
Chenopodiaceae Chenopodium mum1e 
Asteraceae Cirsium vulgarw 
Apiaceae Coniwn maculahun 
Asteraceae Conyza bonariensis 
Poaceae Cortaderia selloana 
Rosaceae Cotmeasterpannosa 
Asteraceae Cynara scolumus 
Poaceae Cynodon dactylon 
Cyperaceae Cyperus eragrostis 
Poaceae Digitaria sanguinalis 
Dipsacaceae Dipsacus sativus 
Poaceae Echinochloa crusgalli 
Onagraceae EpUobi.wn can.um 
Onagraceae Epilobium dliatum 
Euphorbiaceae Eremocarpus setigerus 
Poaceae Festuca anmdinacea 
Apiaceae Foeniculwn vulgare 
Asteraceae Gnaphalium luteoalbum 
Asteraceae Hemizonia congesta 
ssp. luzuiifolia 
Asteraceae Hemizoniafasciculata 
Rosaceae Heteromeles aroutiolia 
Brassicaceae Hirschjeldia incana 
Poaceae Hordeum TTlll1inurn 
Poaceae Leptochloafasdcularls 
Common name 
Amaranth 
Annual bursage 
Scarlet pimpernel 
Mayweed 
California sagebrush 
Milkweed 
Annual saltbush 
Slender wild oats 
Common wild oats 
Coyote bush 
Mule fat 
False brome grass 
Rescue grass 
Soft chess brome grass 
San Luis Obispo County 
morning glory 
Italian thistle 
Purple star thistle 
Yellow star-thistle 
Goosefoot 
Bull thistle 
Poison hemlock 
South American horseweed 
Pampas grass 
Cotoneaster 
Artixhoke 
Bermuda grass 
Umbrella sedge 
Crab grass 
Teasel 
Barnyard grass 
California-fuchsia 
Willow-herb 
Turkey mullein 
Fescue 
Fennel 
Cudweed 
Hayfield tarweed 
Tarweed 
To yon 
Perennial mustard 
Foxtail barley 
Sprangletop 
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Special Origin 

status 

Introduced 
Native 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Native 
Native 
Native? 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Native 
Native 
Introduced 
Native 
Introduced 
RARE· Native 
C.N.P.S. List 
lB 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Native 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Native 
Native 
Native 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Native 
Native 
Native 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Native 
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Poaceae 
Fabaceae 
Fabaceae 
Malvaceae 
Poaceae 
Solanaceae 
Solanaceae 
Poaceae 
Poaceae 
Poaceae 
Arecaceae 
Verbenaceae 
Asteraceae 
Poaceae 
Plantaginaceae 
Plantaginaceae 
Platanaceae 
Polygonaceae 
Poaceae 
Salicaceae 
Fagaceae 
Rhamnaceae 
Rosaceae 
Rosaceae 
Polygonaceae 
Polygonaceae 
Salicaceae 
Salicaceae 
Salicaceae 
Chenopodiaceae 
Lamiaceae 
Anacardiaceae 
Cyperaceae 
Cyperaceae 
Poaceae 
Asteraceae 
Lamiaceae 
Anacardiaceae 
Fabaceae 
Lauraceae 
Asteraceae 
Asteraceae 
LoUum multijlorum 
Lotus comiculatus 
LupiruJs albifrons 
Malva paroiflora 
NasseUa pulchra 
Nicotiana attenuata 
Nicotiana glauca 
Paspalwn dilatation 
Pennisetwn clandestiru.on 
Phalarts aquatica 
Phoenix dactylifera 
Phyla nodijlora 
Pi.cris echioides 
Piptathenun miliaceum 
Pl.antJJgo lanceolata 
Plantago mqjor 
Platanus racemosa 
Polygonum punctat:wn 
Polypogon monspeliensis 
Populus jremontii 
Quercus agrifolia 
Rhamnus calijomica 
Rosa spifftamea 
Rubus ursinus 
Rumex conglomeratus 
Rwnex crlspus 
Salix laevigata 
Salix lasiolepis 
Salix l11cida 
var. la.siandra 
Sa1so1a tragus 
Salvia spathacea 
Schinus polygamus 
Scirpus califomicus 
Scirpus mi.crocarpus 
Setaria Viridis 
Sonclws asper 
Stachys bullata 
Toxicodendron diversilobum 
Trtfoliumfragiferum 
UmbeUularia caUfomica 
Xanihium spinosum 
Xanthium strumarium 
Ryegrass 
Bird's foot trefoil 
Bush lupine 
Mallow 
Purple needlegrass 
Wild tobacco 
Tree tobacco 
Dallis grass 
Kikiyu grass 
Harding grass 
Date palm 
Phyla 
Bristly ox-tongue 
Smilo 
English plantain 
Common plantain 
Sycamore 
Smartweed 
Rabbitfoot grass 
Cottonwood 
Coast live oak 
Coffee-berry 
Rose 
Blackberry 
Knotted dock 
Curly dock 
Red willow 
Arroyo willow 
Yellow willow 
Russian-thistle 
Hummingbird sage 
Huigen 
Tule 
Small-fruited bullrush 
Bristly foxtail grass 
Prickly sow-thistle 
Hedge-nettle 
Poison-oak 
Clover 
California bay 
Clotbur 
Cocklebur 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Native 
Introduced 
Native 
Native 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Native 
Native 
Introduced 
Native 
Native 
Native 
Native 
Native 
Introduced 
Introduced 
Native 
Native 
Native 
Introduced 
Native 
Introduced 
Native 
Native 
Introduced 
Native 
Native 
Introduced 
Native 
Native 
Introduced 
•• 
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. Figure 1. Rough drawing of suggested plantings to enhance the riparian 
woodland in the area of the Cal Poly Sports Complex. 
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